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Abstract 
MODELS OF FORGIVENESS AND ADULT ROMANTIC ATTACHMENT IN 
ENDED RELATIONSHIPS: FORGIVENESS OVER TIME 
Kathryn Louise Cooke, B. S. 
A thesis submitted in partial hlfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of 
Science at Virginia Commonwealth University. 
Virginia Commonwealth University, 2006 
Director: Everett L. Worthington, Jr., Ph.D., Professor, Department of Psychology 
This study examined models of self and other as they relate to attachment, forgiveness, 
emotional and cognitive reactions to a breakup, relationship variables, and positive and 
negative feelings toward the self and former partner after a romantic relationship is 
ended. This study also tested how these variables change over time. Data were collected 
over a period of five weeks from 130 undergraduates who had experienced a breakup 
within the two weeks prior to beginning the study. Data were analyzed with a series of 
univariate and multivariate analyses of variance. Results found that there were 
differences in how participants reacted to the relationship breakup based on attachment 
style. There were some changes over time in the variables for all the attachment styles, 
and there was only one interaction between time and attachment style. Results are 
xii 
discussed in terms of previous research findings. Limitations of the current study are 
discussed and suggestions for hture research are presented. 
Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Forgiveness and attachment style are important in the contexts of relationships. 
Forgiveness is significant because it addresses inevitable hurts and transgressions. This 
role might vary, however, depending on the type of relationship that exists between two 
people (Worthington, 2005). Unstable relationships, like those existing between 
strangers, are likely to have one-time transgressions occur. Because there is little bond 
holding strangers together, these transgressions are unlikely to have a significant effect 
on either individual. 
Stable relationships like those between romantic partners, family members, and 
friends are likely to have many small transgressions due to the long-lasting nature of the 
relationship. It has been shown that these numerous minute transgressions lead to the 
erosion of positive emotions in stable relationships (Worthington, 1998). As such, these 
relationships are in the most need of forgiveness. In the context of these relationships, we 
can examine forgiveness as a process of working models of the self and others 
(Kachadourian et al., 2004). 
When considering relationships, attachment style is essential. Relational 
attachment style is the concept that defines how we relate to people with whom we have 
close relationships. It is omnipresent in our experience of these relationships. We develop 
our relational attachment styles as infants (Bowlby, 1969; Bowlby, 1979; Ainsworth & 
Ainsworth 1958; Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978; Ainsworth, 1989), and they 
extend throughout our lifetime (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). 
In Chapter 2 of the present thesis, I review the recent literature on attachment and 
then on forgiveness. I then review the research on interventions to promote forgiveness, 
especially in couples. 
In order to assess how forgiveness and attachment intertwine in adult romantic 
dating relationships, I conducted a study in which attachment is addressed as an issue in 
dissolved dating relationships (see Chapters 3 through 6), which is based on the review of 
the literature but does not flow directly from it. The review is to establish an overview of 
the area in general. The study is to model the organization of a journal article and thus 
Chapters 3 through 6 are self-contained. By understanding how models of self and others 
work in attachment relationships, we can understand models of self and other in 
tendencies to forgive. Comprehension of these processes could aid in the development of 
psychoeducational intervention studies to promote forgiveness. The report of the study is 
done in Chapter 3 (Statement of the Problem), Chapter 4 (Method), Chapter 5 (Results), 
and Chapter 6 (Discussion). 
Chapter 2 
Reviav of The Literature 
Because both forgiveness and attachment are hypothesized to be important 
influences in relationships, it is necessary first to review the literature pertinent in these 
fields. A review of research into both fields would be beyond the scope of this paper, so it 
was decided that research pertaining to both would be the aim of the review. However, 
there was a significant dearth in the research addressing both attachment and forgiveness. 
Thus, a review of the processes affecting forgiveness in stable dyadic long-term 
relationships was conducted. 
The processes affecting forgiveness that were researched include attachment, 
commitment, communication, relationship quality, attributions of behavior, relationship 
satisfaction, and willingness to sacrifice within the relationship. Most research focuses on 
marriages, but literature addressing dating couples does exist. The processes of interest, 
though, probably play a part in dating relationships as well as marital relationships. 
Method of the Review 
Between the months of October, 2003, and April, 2005, I accessed PsycIrflo using 
the words forgiveness, adult, attachment, measurement, empathy, romantic relationships, 
communication, relationship quality, attributions of behavior, relationship satisfaction, 
and willingness to sacrifice, commitment, and models. I found 902 articles and 
eliminated 88 1 from inclusion in my review of the literature based on their importance to 
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the topic. During these same months, I conducted a search of P~ycIrIfo for research 
authored by Worthingtonll32/, Philip Shaverll351, Ainsworth /43/, and Bowlby/72/. I 
found 382 articles and eliminated 352 from inclusion in my review of the literature based 
on their importance to my topic. Additionally, I surveyed the journals in which most of 
the relevant articles were published and found 11 more articles. Thus the total number of 
articles that I reviewed was 62. 
Review ofthe Theoretical and El7zpirical Literature or1 Attachn~ent 
History of the developnzent of theory arid research on attachment. Most infant 
attachment literature refers to the mother as the attachment figure, as she is historically 
the primary caregiver. In our review of the literature, we will sometimes refer to the 
caregiver as "mother," or "parent." We use these terms interchangeably to indicate the 
primary caregiver. The study of attachment in human relationships is a relatively new 
area of research. The topic was first discussed by Harlow and his associates while 
working with rhesus monkeys in the 1950s (Harlow & Zimrnerman 1959; Novak & 
Harlow, 1975). Harlow used the act of feeding to test the theory of infant-mother 
attachment . 
At that time, it was believed that infants formed attachments to their parent 
because they learned to associate the pleasurable feelings of being fed with the caregiver. 
Harlow and his colleagues examined this by constructing two surrogate monkey mothers 
for infant rhesus monkeys that had been separated fiom their biological mother at birth. 
Both of the surrogates were made out of wire, but one was additionally covered in soft 
terry cloth. 
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Each of these surrogates served as mothers to the monkeys, but only one held a 
bottle and fed the monkey. Every infant monkey seemed to form an attachment to the 
terry cloth surrogate, even when that surrogate was not associated with feeding (Harlow 
& Zirnrnerman, 1959). The monkeys preferred to cling to the terry cloth surrogate, paying 
attention to the wire surrogate only during feeding times. The monkeys also used the 
cloth surrogate as a source of security when they were frightened. Unfortunately, the 
behavior of these monkeys separated from their monkey mothers was disturbed; they 
engaged in "stereotypic behavior problems" such as clutching themselves and displayed 
excessive aggression. Additionally, when these monkeys became mothers they tended to 
be either indifferent or abusive to their offspring (Novak & Harlow, 1975). 
Harlow's studies on the infant rhesus monkeys sparked interest in human 
attachment. Before Harlow, studies on attachment centered on psychoanalytical and 
learning perspectives. The theory Harlow tested states that attachments form because of 
the reinforcing qualities of feeding. Psychoanalytic thought states that infants form 
attachments because their caregiver (assumed to be the mother) fed them, therefore 
giving the infants oral pleasure. Learning perspectives state that this feeding is 
reinforcing the attachment infants feel for their caregivers. 
Following Harlow's study, Bowlby approached the issue of attachment from an 
ethological perspective. Bowlby saw attachment as having both learned and biological 
components as a function of facilitating caregiver-infant proximity (Bowlby, 1969). 
Humans and other animals are biologically predisposed to form attachments because they 
serve this evolutionary hnction. Attachment behaviors exhibited by infants contribute to 
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their survival because they achieve, maintain, or reestablish contact between a child and 
caregiver; these attachment behaviors include crying, vocalizing, reaching for, and 
following the caregiver (Bowlby, 1969). In turn, Bowlby (1969) posited that adults are 
programmed to respond to these behaviors by nurturing the child; these behaviors create 
a sec71re base from which a child can explore his environment. 
These behaviors come about when infants form ~voskirig nlodels of the self and 
attachment figures that organize our behavior (Bowlby, 1982). Based on interactions with 
the parent, infants form inner representations of the self and their parents. These 
representations have the features of (a) whether or not the attachment figure is thought to 
be the sort of person who responds to calls for support and protections, and (b) whether 
or not the self is judged to be the sort of person towards whom anyone, particularly the 
attachment figure, is likely to respond in a helpfil way (Bowlby, 1973). These working 
models shape how we react to the environment and our attachment figures, creating 
schemas that we take into new relationships. 
Bowlby's study outlined the phases of attachment through which infants progress 
(Bowlby, 1969). The first phase, the Preattachment or Undiscriminating phase, lasts 
about three months of age. The infant is interested in anyone and does not discriminate 
between people. Between three and seven months, infants start to express a preference for 
familiar people. They distinguish between people as is evident by their increased smiling 
and vocalizations in the presence of their primary caretaker. This second phase is called 
Attachment-in-the-making, or Discriminating social responsiveness. 
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The third phase occurs between six to twelve months of age. This phase, labeIed 
the Clear-cut attachment phase or Active proximity seeking phase, is when babies start to 
exhibit a clear attachment to a particular caregiver. Separation anxiety is displayed when 
babies are separated from their caregivers; stranger anxiety also develops during this 
phase, and is evidenced by a wariness of strangers. 
Between twelve and twenty-four months of age, babies go through the final phase 
of attachment, the Goal-corrected partnership. Children of this age engage in more 
complex behavior patterns with their caregivers. Attachment in this phase involves 
anticipating and manipulating parental behavior. An example of this is when a child cries 
and clutches to a caregiver when a stranger (e.g., a babysitter) arrives. It is in this phase 
that children are able to make cognitive connections, such as the arrival of a babysitter 
meaning separation with the caregiver. Bowlby eventually expanded this theory of infant 
attachment to include adult attachment. 
Around the same time, Mary Ainsworth was starting to focus on infant 
attachment, which had developed fiom her studies on adult security. Mary and Leonard 
Ainsworth studied adult security in four areas of adjustment. These areas were familial 
intimacies, extra-familial intimacies, avocations, and philosophy of life (Ainsworth & 
Ainsworth, 1958). They defined three types of security experienced by adults, ( I )  an 
irrdependently secure person anticipates that she can overcome initial experiences of 
insecurity and has confidence in her own abilities, (2) a l~zat~rre d pendently sec7n.e 
person rests his own security upon mutually contributing relationships, and (3) an 
insecure person feels that he is unable to satis@ his own needs. The importance of this 
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early study is that the ideas of security and insecurity were outlined and would later serve 
as models of infant attachment for Mary Ainsworth. 
Ainsworth and her colleagues studied infant attachment in the 1970s; Ainsworth 
developed the Strange Situation procedure to examine degrees of attachment (Ainsworth, 
Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978). The Strange Situation consists of eight episodes designed 
to increase the amount of stress an infant feels in a new situation with unfamiliar people 
Mothers and infants in this study were first put in a room with toys. The mother was 
instructed to put her infant down and sit in a chair. After three minutes, a female stranger 
enters the room, interacts with the mother, and tries to play with the baby. The mother 
then exits the room, leaving behind her purse. 
For three minutes, the baby and the stranger are left alone together. The stranger 
either plays with the baby or tries to comfort the baby if it cries. When the mother comes 
back in the room, the stranger leaves. After three minutes, the mother exits again, this 
time leaving the baby alone in the room. The same female stranger enters the room and 
again tries to interact with the baby. When the mother comes back in, the stranger leaves. 
The baby is observed and its behavior recorded during the entire twenty-minute period. 
The Strange Situation led Ainsworth to define types of attachment based on the 
infants' behavior towards their caregivers (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978). 
About 70% of babies exhibit a secure attachment style. During the Strange Situation, they 
use their parents as a source of security while independently exploring on their own. The 
baby may be upset at the separation from their parent, but they will greet the parent 
wamiy when reunited. While the parent is present, the infant will be outgoing with the 
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stranger. Mothers of securely attached infants are likely to be responsive and emotionally 
sensitive. 
The remaining 30% of infants were categorized by Ainsworth and her colleagues 
as being insecurely attached. About 113 of these babies are insecure-resistant; they have 
ambivalent reactions towards their caregiver. They will not explore the room when their 
mother is present, and they are anxious in the presence of their caregiver. They are upset 
at separation from their parent, but might resist contact when reunited. Mothers of 
insecure-resistant infants are often inconsistent in their care-giving. 
About 213 of insecurely attached babies are labeled as insecure-avoidant; these 
infants are detached from their parent, not upset at separation at all. They are uninterested 
in exploring, and avoid reunion with their parent. Strangers may likely be ignored, just as 
the parent is ignored. Parents of these babies are often either unresponsive or over- 
stimulating, causing the babies' avoidance. 
A decade after Ainsworth's Strange Situation, Main and Solomon (1986) added a 
fourth type of infant attachment to Ainsworth's typologies. This fourth type, labeled 
disorganizedldisoriented attachment, has about a 5% prevalence rate and is associated 
with abused or maltreated infants. Babies with this type of attachment seem afraid and 
confused; they seek contact with their parent and then avoid the parent. 
During this time, Bowlby expanded his theories of infant attachment into adult 
development with his life span attachment theory, focusing on behaviors that an adult 
child exhibits towards aging parents (Bowlby, 1979). Attachment behaviors in this phase 
of life maintain contact (i.e., through visiting), as well as display protectiveness (i.e., 
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taking care of an aging parent). Through Bowlby's perspective, humans are attached fiom 
the cradle to the grave; our parental attachments model our attachments in relationships 
throughout our entire lives, not just in infancy. 
Attachment has progressed fiom the study of monkeys to how human infants 
formed their emotional bonds to caregivers. BowIby suggested that attachment behaviors 
exist in order to hither humans evolutionarily. Ainsworth fixthered the study of 
attachment in children by placing infants into typologies of attachment based on 
experiencing a strange situation. Although Bowlby suggested that attachment is a iife- 
long phenomenon, researchers had ignored the role of attachment between adults in 
relationships. Eventually, however, other researchers took the reins and began to study 
adult romantic attachments. 
Adlilt Attachlt~erit 
Addressing our attachments as adults, Ainsworth ( 1989) explained that we have 
semralpair bonds that extend beyond attachments to parents. Involving reproductive, 
attachment, and caregiving systems, adults form sexual pair bonds that create a secure 
base within adult romantic relationships. Each partner takes part in a reciprocai caring 
and comforting relationship, establishing feelings of security within the relationship. 
These enduring attachment feelings last even after relationships have ended (Ainsworth, 
1989). 
In the blossoming field of adult attachment, Hazan and Shaver (1987) translated 
Ainsworth's three infant attachment types into adult romantic attachment styles. In two 
studies, they examined five hypotheses: (1) the proportion of these infant types would be 
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approximately the same in adults; (2)  the most important love relationships would be 
characterized differently among the different types of attachments; (3) working models of 
self would be different among the attachment types; (4) different attachment histories 
would be reported; and (5) avoidant and anxious/ambivalent types would be especially 
lonely due to unmet attachment needs. 
For Study I ,  they designed a single-item measure of attachment based on 
Ainsworth7s types, and published a love quiz in the newspaper including this measure, 
statements concerning most important love relationships, and questions about this 
relationship and attachment history. Participants responding to the ad were asked to mail 
back their responses if they wanted to participate; 205 males and 4 15 females 
participated. The authors found that the prevalence rates of attachment were similar in 
both infant and adult populations. Securely attached adults described their most important 
love experience as happy, friendly, and trusting. Avoidant adults have a fear of intimacy; 
they experience jealousy, along with emotional highs and lows in their romantic 
relationships. Anxious adults experience obsession along with the emotion of love. They 
also experience extreme sexual attraction and a desire for reciprocation and union with 
their partner. 
Study 2 focused on loneliness as it relates to attachment and had more focus on 
the selfworking model. Participants were 108 undergraduates enrolled in a course 
entitled Understanding Human Conflict. They were given statements concerning their 
most important love relationships, the single-item attachment description, and measures 
assessing loneliness. As in Study I ,  the authors found that the prevalence rates of 
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attachment were similar in both infant and adult populations. Individuals who identified 
themselves as securely attached defined themselves and others in more positive terms 
than did the anxious/ambivalent participants. They also described different attachment 
histories. The avoidant participants tended to defined themselves as being in between 
securely attached and those with anxious/ambivalent attachments. 
Hazan and Shaver (1987) were able to define adult attachment types from 
descriptions of infant attachments and examine their prevalence in adult populations. 
Their results supported the hypothesis that subjects would have different working 
models; different attachment styles had different beliefs about love, their partners, and 
their own worthiness. Additionally, parallels were found between subjects' reported 
infant attachments and their adult attachments; their attachment to significant figures was 
similar throughout their lifetime. 
As most attachment research is done with undergraduates, the question has arisen 
that these findings might not generalize to people who are markedly different from this 
population. This question becomes more important as we consider the attachment 
research in the present thesis. Mickelson, Kessler, and Shaver (1997) conducted a study 
of 8,098 people to assess whether research done on college populations is similar to what 
would be found in the general population. Their sample was part of a large stratified 
study looking at variables such as age, marital status, race, education, region of the 
country, and urbanicity. Interviewer assessed attachment style (secure, avoidant, 
anxious), childhood adversities, parental bonding, psychopathology, and personality 
measures. Supporting the generalizability of previous and future research done with 
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college populations, adult attachment styles were found to be similar to distributions that 
have been found previously. 
Additionally, Mickelson et al. (1 997) found that anxious attachment is negatively 
related to age, so that the older one is, the less anxious attachment they exhibit. 
Childhood interpersonal adversities and parental psychopathology were found to be 
related to anxious and ambivalent attachments. Certain demographics variables were 
related to secure attachment; Caucasian, well-educated, middle-class, married, middle- 
aged, Mid-western females had an increased likelihood of security as adults. Parental 
marital factors also had an effect on attachment; divorce was negatively related to 
attachment security and positively related to anxious attachment. Similar results were 
found for parental bonding, so that both mothers and fathers influence attachment styles 
of their children. Psychopathology was also found to influence avoidant and anxious 
attachment styles, perhaps (Mckelson et al. suggested) through distorting models of self 
and others. Substance misuse and dependence characterized people with avoidant 
attachments. Personality factors were associated with attachment styles, as well. When 
compared to avoidant and anxious attachments, secure attachment was related to higher 
self-esteem, an internal locus of control, extroversion, and openness to experiences. 
Conversely, avoidant and anxious attachments were associated with an external locus of 
control, neuroticism, introversion, and lack of openness to experience (Mickelson et al., 
1997). 
Extending the three types of attachments, Simpson (1990) examined 144 dating 
couples longitudinally to assess the influence of attachment styles on different 
relationship factors, such as commitment, trust, satisfaction, and emotions about the 
relationship. At the first phase of data collection, at least one member of each couple was 
enrolled in a university psychology class. They were given measures assessing 
interdependence, commitment, trust, relationship satisfaction, and emotional experience. 
The second phase of collection occurred six months later; both members of 132 pairs 
were reached. If the couple had broken up, each member was then invited to participate 
in the second phase, where intensity and duration of emotional distress was assessed. 
Participants reported when they had broken up and who had initiated the dissolution of 
the relationship. 
Those with secure attachments experienced relationships characterized by more 
positive emotions and fi-equent negative emotions. Gender differences were found in 
emotional experience following a break-up; avoidant men consistently reported 
experiencing less prolonged and intense emotional distress. Relationship quality was 
affected by attachment styles; avoidant participants reported less committed and 
interdependent relationships than secureIy attached participants, whereas anxious 
participants reported less trust than securely attached participants. Gender differences 
were found in attachment and relationship satisfaction. A negative relationship was found 
for male partners' satisfaction and female anxiety, whereas no such relationship was 
found between female satisfaction and male anxiety. 
The influence of the presence or absence of emotions on anxious attachments had 
differential effects. The absence ofpositive enzotions affects anxious attachment more so 
than the presence of negative enlotions. Individuals with secure attachment styIes 
15 
experienced more satisfaction, intimacy, trust and commitment in relationships than did 
their anxious and avoidant attachment counterparts. People with anxious attachments, 
however, reported less satisfaction, more conflict, and more ambivalence in relationships 
than did securely attached participants and those participants with avoidant attachments. 
Collins and Read (1990) bring together the idea of working models and 
relationship quality. In three studies, they (I) developed a scale to measure dimensions of 
adult attachment, (2) examined the relationship between attachment of models of self, 
and beliefs about love and the social world, (3) and examined the role of attachment 
dimensions and history in relationship quality. Using 406 undergraduates recruited from 
an introductory psychology class at a large California university in Study I, Collins and 
Read developed a scale based on ~ a z a n  and Shaver's (1987) attachment descriptions. 
Their Adult Attachment Scale (AAS) measures three dimensions: (I) Close (extent to 
which an individual is comfortable with closeness and intimacy), (2) Depend (extent to 
which an individual believes others can be depended on when needed), and (3) Anxiety 
(extent to which an individual feels anxious about being abandoned or unloved). Collins 
and Read found support that these three dimensions captured the differences between the 
three attachment styles, while acting as a more sensitive measure than Hazan and 
Shaver's (1987) three typologies. 
Study 2 examined the links between working models of self, others, and 
relationships and attachment styles. Undergraduates (N= 1 18) were given the Adult 
Attachment Scale described above, descriptions of Hazan and Shaver's (1 987) 
attachment types, measures assessing self-esteem, self-assurance, agency and self- 
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assertiveness, interpersonal characteristics, perception of the self as warm, trust, beliefs 
about general human nature and social behavior, and love attitudes. Through discriminant 
and cluster analysis, the results of this study show hrther support for the idea that 
attachment style differences are linked to beliefs about self and others. Higher scores on 
the Anxiety scale of the AAS were related to negative beliefs about self and others. 
Parental attachment was related to working models; participants who perceived their 
parents as warm and responsive reported more positive feelings towards themselves and 
others, whereas those who reported that their parents were inconsistent or unresponsive 
had a more negative self-image and negative views of other people. The use of the AAS 
is assessing dimensions underlying adult attachment was supported, endorsing its use as a 
more sensitive measure of attachment- than just a description of each type. 
Study 3 examined three hypotheses regarding attachment style and relationships: 
(1) relationship partners would have similar styles; (2) attachment dimensions of a 
partner would be similar to the caregiving style of a participant's parents, with the 
opposite sex parent playing a particularly important role; and (3) attachment style 
dimensions would influence relationship quality regarding communication, trust, and 
satisfaction. Dating couples (N= 71) who were friends of undergraduates in a research 
methods class were administered the AAS, items from the Dyadic Adjustment Scale 
(Spanier, 1976) assessing relationship satisfactions, items assessing global satisfaction, 
perceived conflict, likelihood of marriage, likelihood of leaving the partner within the 
next six months, percentage of time spent with partner, as well as measures assessing 
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both partners7 tendency to disclose information, the ability to get others to open up about 
themselves, and aspects of trust (predictability, dependability, and faith). 
Results of Study 3 indicated that partners often share similar beliefs about 
becoming close with others, and as such might seek out those with similar attachment 
styles. The parent of opposite-gender was found to be important for modeling 
relationships; for both men and women, the opposite gender parent predicted their 
partner's attachment dimensions, although the component predicted was different. Men's 
ratings of their mothers predicted the anxiety of a female partner, whereas women's 
ratings of their fathers' comfort with closeness predicted their partners' comfort with 
closeness and his dependability. 
For both men and women, partners' attachment style was predictive of 
relationship quality, although predictions also differed between men and women. 
Women's anxiety was related to more negative experiences in the relationship and lower 
satisfaction in their male partners. Paralleling the parental findings above, when men 
were more comfortable with closeness, their female partners reported more positive 
relationship experiences and greater satisfaction within the relationship. Study 3 allows 
us to conclude that attachments styles are related to commitment, trust, love, and 
satisfaction within relationships (Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, 1990). 
Most extant literature gives cross-sectional views of relationship attachment, but 
does not account for subtle changes over time. Kirkpatrick and Davis (1994), however, 
studied dating couples (N = 354) over a three-year period at three separate times (initial 
contact; 12-18 months post; and 30-36 months post) to assess attachment style, gender, 
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and relationship stability to examine ( I )  the pairing of male and female attachments, (2 )  
the roles of self and partner attachments in satisfaction, commitment, and conflict, and ( 3 )  
how attachments styles predict relationship stability. 
At the first assessment, participants completed an attachment measure describing 
Hazan and Shaver's (1987) three attachment types, a measure for rating relationships (on 
scales of viability, intimacy, care, satisfaction, conflict-ambivalence, and commitment), 
and a relationship history questionnaire. The second and third assessments consisted of 
phone interviews assessing whether couples were still together, and the status of the 
relationship (from no longer together to married). 
There was a notable absence of avoidantlavoidant and anxious/anxious pairings 
among the couples. That is not to imply- that these pairings do not exist, but perhaps that 
these are the most unstable relationships, and subsequently do not last long enough to be 
considered serious. Among serious relationships, attachment style is related to 
satisfaction, commitment, and conflict. Using regression analysis, Kirkpatrick and Davis 
(1994) found that attachment styles of women were related to relationship classification 
of both partners. Relationships in which females are anxious are classified by both 
partners more negatively on dimensions of satisfaction, viability, and conflict. 
Relationships in which males are avoidant are classified as negative by the men, but not 
the women; this might reflect the avoidant partners' tendency to be uncomfortable with 
closeness and with relying on their partner. 
Contrary to expectations, Kirkpatrick and Davis (1994) also found that 
relationships with avoidant men were stable; specifically, relationships between anxious 
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women and avoidant men lasted longer than expected. Because these relationships were 
rated most negatively during the first stage, this long-term stability was surprising. 
However, women are more likely to be accommodating in relationships, and more likely 
to take actions to maintain the relationship with the partner, which may account for this 
unexpected relational stability. Moreover, adding to the stability of this pairing is the 
concordance of working models that each partner brings into the relationship. Because 
the other partner is likely to fit expected relationship schema, this relationship would be 
comfortable for each, although not necessarily pleasant or satisfling. Alternatively, 
relationships between avoidant women and anxious men were most likely to break up. 
Women are often relationship managers. If a female partner is not working to keep the 
relationship together (i.e., is avoidant), the marriage is likely to fail because the 
relationship is not sufficiently attended to. 
As researchers began to look into attachment between adults, the typology that 
Ainsworth (1978) originally wrote about was supported in adult relationships. These 
three types were consistently found among sample populations, as were differences in 
relationship experiences and quality. This supported Bowlby's idea that attachment is a 
lifelong process between the self and others. His idea (Bowlby, 1982) that attachment 
involves working models was also researched and supported. However, these three types 
did not seem to be capturing all the differences between people and how they are attached 
to others. A simple system looking at how people feel about others and their own selfwas 
theorized by adult attachment researchers. 
Self arid Other 
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Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) expounded on Hazan and Shaver's (1987) 
adult romantic attachment types by conducting two studies using a new model of 
dimensional attachments, drawing on Bowlby's (1982) working models. Lnternal models 
of the self and others can be dichotomized as either positive or negative, yielding four 
attachment styles, versus the three described by Ainsworth (1978) and Hazan and Shaver 
(1987). Bartholomew and Horowitz's dimensional framework allows a person to score 
along the two dimensions - model of other (avoidant) and model of self (dependence). 
People who score positive on both other and self (low on both avoidance and anxiety) are 
labeled as secure; they are comfortable with intimacy and autonomy. Negative other 
(high avoidance) and positive self (low anxiety) suggests that a person is disn~issi~g; they 
are dismissing of intimacy and are described as counter-dependent (Bartholomew & 
Horowitz, 199 1). People scoring positive on other (low on avoidance) and negative on 
self(high on anxiety) are labeled as yreoccz~pied; these people are preoccupied with 
relationships. Individuals scoring negative other and self (high on both avoidance and 
anxiety) are labeled fearfid; they are fearful of intimacy and are socially avoidant. This 
typology is formed along the dimensions of self and other (anxiety and avoidance) and 
allows for more flexible types (see Figure 1). 
To test this model, a semi-structured interview was created for Study I of 
Bartholomew and Horowitz (1990). Undergraduate subjects were given an attachment 
interview that asked about friendships, romantic relationships, and feelings about close 
relationships. Additionally, they were given self-report measures assessing fi-iendships, 
self-esteem, self-acceptance, sociability, interpersonal problems, and a measure 
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describing the four attachment styles. Friends of participants were recruited and given 
measures assessing their friend's attachment style description and interpersonal problems. 
The results from this first study supported the use of a two-dimensional model of self and 
others in describing attachments. There were consistent differences between participants' 
self descriptions of four kinds of attachment and their scores on measures that assessed 
relationships with others and the self Furthermore, these two-dimensional attachments 
types were supported because types that were theoretically opposite on the dimensions 
(i.e. dismissive and preoccupied) had opposite scores on almost every respect in 
relationships. 
Study 2 extended the focus of relationships to include family. Participants were 
again given the semi-structured interview, which this time was focused on representations 
of family. For both studies, measures of self-concept differentiated among models of setf, 
and measures of sociability differentiated among models of others. These studies support 
the model of a two-dimensional description of attachment. Furthermore, Bartholomew 
and Horowitz (1991) explained that people with a yreocc~yied style take responsibility 
for the perceived rejections by others, maintaining a positive view of others and negative 
view of self, whereas the dislnissir~g style, which can be conceptualized as the inverse of 
yreocczpied, downplay the importance of others whom they have experienced as 
rejecting, and thus maintain their positive model of self and negative model of others. 
This distinction will become especially important in understating how models of self and 
others work regarding forgiveness in relationships. 
Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) conducted three studies validating the use of 
models of the self and others as explaining types of attachment. They define the model of 
self as the degree to which.one expects others to treat one positively or negatively; a 
positive model of self entails an internalized sense of self-worth. This model is related to 
anxiety and dependency experienced within relationships. A positive model of other 
entails the degree to which others are expected to be available and supportive. This model 
is related to seeking or avoiding close relationships. 
All data in the studies by Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) were analyzed through 
confirmatory factor analysis and the creation of a multitrait-multimethods matrix. Study 1 
reanalyzed data presented in Study 2 of Bartholomew and Horowitz's (1991) study of 
undergraduates. Griffin and Bartholomew (1 994) assessed family attachment, peer 
attachment, and self-descriptions of attachment. Results of Study 1 supported the two- 
dimensional structure of adult attachment. For Study 2, the relationships between model 
of selflself-concept, and model of other/interpersonal orientation were examined. 
Participants were 77 undergraduates participating for course credit; they were given a 
peer-attachment interview, self-report measures of self-esteem, self-concept, and 
interpersonal orientation. Additionally, friends were also given a measure of interpersonal 
orientation. The hypotheses were supported; the two-dimensional model of attachment 
was supported as reliable by factor analysis. The model was validated using structural 
equation modeling. 
Study 3 examined committed heterosexual couples (N = 78) who had been in a 
relationship for a minimum of two years. Of the 78 couples, 28% were married; 44%, 
cohabitating; and 28%, living separately. Attachment was assessed, as in the other 
studies, through self-report (self-descriptions of attachment), partner-report, and 
interviews. There were gender differences found in Study 3, with only the model of other 
being reliably assessed for men; partner reports for the model of self lacked both 
predictive and convergent validity. Additionally, the self-reports and interview were only 
moderately correlated for the model of self As expected, however, the two-dimensional 
model fit well for women. An explanation for this difference from the other studies is that 
partner-reports are different than peer reports; romantic partners spend more time 
together and are more invested in the relationship, leading to a possibility of idealizing 
the partner. 
Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) state that these studies can be taken together to 
conclude that different measures can reliably and validly support the two-dimensional 
model of attachment. Reports by women of their male partners were found to be Iess 
supportive of their partner's model of self, although men can reliably assess their 
partner's models of self and other. 
Fraley and Shaver (2000) supported Bartholomew and Horowitz's (199 1) 
dimensional model of attachment. This dimensional model has become a principal 
theoretical framework for studying intimate relationships. 
One of the central issues in attachment theory is the role of empathy in romantic 
love. Romantic love is composed of attachment, caregiving, and sex (Fraley & Shaver, 
2000). As we will see, this role of empathy will be important when considering 
forgiveness, as it ties into learning relationship skills. Empathy plays a large part in 
forgiving offenses, as will be explained in detail. 
Adult attachment research at this stage included not just descriptions of 
attachment, but started to theorize that attachment was based on worlung models of self 
and others. This dimensional view of attachment was held up in several studies, and is 
currently still the preferred way to theorize attachment among most attachment 
researchers. This dimensional view leads one to question, however, the permanence of 
attachment styles. Din~ensions imply that a person can have different scores along the 
continuums day to day; what other influences could affect attachment scores along the 
dimensions? 
Irlji'11erices on Attnchl?~ent Besides the-Early Caregiver 
Adult attachment results from childhood attachment (Cassidy, 2000). Cassidy 
examines the difference between continuity and discontinuity. A continuous view of 
attachment styles states that, once formed, attachment styles are rigid and permanent; a 
discontinuous view of attachment styles states that many factors affect attachment. In 
children, the primary caregiver is not the end-all source of attachment to other people. 
Other family members, teachers, friends, and other people who become close can also 
have a big impact on the attachment styles of children. In adults, new romantic 
relationships and therapeutic relationships can both affect adjustments of one's 
attachment styles. New relationships can adjust models of other and self. Although no 
empirical literature supports that attachment styles can change drastically, some literature 
has examined relational events and their impact on the dimensions of attachment and 
working models of self and others. 
Another way to conceptualize relationship beliefs is to examine what partners 
experience after a relationship ends. As we will see, this can also be important in 
studying forgiveness. Ruvolo, Fabin, and Ruvolo (200 1) examined break ups and the role 
that attachment plays in them. Ruvolo et al. hypothesized that general attachment would 
remain stable, but characteristics of the attachment might change following the 
dissolution of a romantic relationship. Couples (N = 301) were studied in the first wave 
of the study. At least one partner was an undergraduate student at a private Midwestern 
university or a women's college nearby, recruited through campus newspaper ads or an 
introductory psychology class. Participants were given measures that assessed their 
attachment style using the dimensions of working models of self and other (Bartholomew 
& Horowitz, 199 1) and conflict avoidance. The same measure of attachment was given to 
the 184 females and 13 8 males who returned in the second phase of the study. Of the 
participants who returned after five months, 149 females and 108 males were still with 
their original partner. 
In general, break ups negatively affected attachment. Following a break up, 
participants' attachment styles became less secure. Those still in relationships reported 
being more secure. For men, initial attachment style had an effect on attachment 
following a break up; those who were low in secure attachment changed along the 
dimensions, whereas men high in security initially did not show a change in attachment 
as measured along the dimensions of working models. These men with lower security 
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initially might be more likely to make negative, stable, and global attributions, and thus 
when a break-up happens, are more likely to be affected by the relationship events. A 
break-up might have confirmed the negative feelings they had, leading them to become 
even more negative in their expectations. 
Conflict avoidance was found to predict changes in attachment independent of 
relationship status at the second phase (Ruvolo et al., 2001). Women who avoided 
conflict in their relationships showed decreased security in their relationships after a 
break up; whereas, men who avoided conflict were likely to have increased security in 
relationships after a break up. Ruvolo et al. (200 1) explained these gender differences in 
relationships. Women act as relationship managers; they could see conflict as learning 
experiences about themselves and the& partners. Men avoid distressing relationship 
issues by avoiding conflict, thereby not having to be directly affected by these 
relationship issues. 
In relationships, attributions (explanations) of positive/negative behaviors of 
partners impact relational hnctioning. Collins (1 996) looked into relationship behavior 
by examining emotions, attributions, and models of attachment. She used Hazan and 
Shaver's (1987) taxonomy (secure, anxious, avoidant) to conceptualize secure attachment 
as being high on the dimensions of comfort with closeness and comfort with depending 
on a partner, and low on the dimension of avoidance. Insecure attachments were low on 
the closeness and depending subscales, and either high (avoidant) or low (anxious) on the 
avoidance dimension. Collins (1 996) hypothesized that explanations for events would be 
shaped in a way that reflects one's models of self and others. Collins (1996) conducted 
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two studies to investigate that hypothesis. The first study utilized 82 female and 53 male 
undergraduates. Participants imagined themselves to  be in a relationship with a fictional 
partner. The participants were given the AAS, and measures that assessed their emotional 
reactions to six negative partner behaviors, attributions of negative behavior, and 
behavioral intentions. 
Collins' findings supported the idea that different attachment styles explain 
attachment-related events in ways that correspond to their worlung models of self and 
others. People with secure attachments (more comfortable with closeness and depending 
on a partner, less anxious) tended to interpret relationship events in ways that minimized 
the negative impact and suggested positive beliefs about their partner's behavior. People 
who have more anxious attachments were more likely to perceive their partner as 
untrustworthy and unresponsive. Negative models of self were related to unfavorable 
relational attributions that were consistent with negative expectations; for example, 
people that were worried about being unloved were "likely to attribute their partner's 
behavior to something about the relationship and their partner's negative attitude and 
motivation" (Collins, 1996, pp. 8 17). Emotional responses were also different; people 
who were more comfortable with closeness and were able to depend on others 
experienced less negative emotions. 
Collins (1996) examined the intention to punish as one behavior intention; 
behavioral intentions, an important component in forgiveness, were associated with 
working models of self and others. These behavioral intentions could be likened to the 
revenge intentions that define unforgiveness Comfort with closeness and depending on a 
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partner (i.e. Collins' secure attachment) predicted that there would be less conflict in the 
relationship following negative partner behavior. Additionally, these securely attached 
people would be less likely to behave in ways perceived as punishing towards their 
partners. On the other hand, participants who were more anxious were more likely to 
behave in ways that were seen as punishing their partner. This first study supported the 
idea that securely attached individuals are likely to have benign attribution styles, and 
insecurely attached people make more negative attributions and display negative 
motivations within the relationship. 
Collins' (1996) second study replicated the results of the first study using dating 
couples (N= 126). In addition to the predictions made for the first study, Collins posits 
that relationship quality would directly predict explanation patterns, and correlational 
paths linking attachment style and relationship quality would be found. Using 53 male 
and 73 female participants involved in romantic relationships, Collins gave the same 
measures as in the first study, except an additional negative partner behavior was added. 
For Collins (1996), participants were told to respond to the measures in terms of their 
current partner. Collins found relationship quality to be related to attribution; those who 
reported better quality explained behavior in a way that reflected more self-worth 
(suggesting a positive model of self) and more confidence in their partner's 
responsiveness (suggesting a positive model of other). People in more satiseing and 
committed relationships tended to minimize the impact of negative events on the quality 
of the relationship. People with more anxious attachments tended to interpret events in 
negative manner. Those participants who were anxious about being unloved attributed 
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negative partner behaviors to something about themselves. People who were in more 
satisf$ig relationships were less likely to attribute partner behaviors to something in the 
relationship or themselves that was permanent and not likely to change. People who were 
more anxious in relationships (low on the Closeness, Dependence, and Avoidance 
scales), tended to have more pessimistic attributions than either the more secure people 
(high on the Closeness and Dependence scales, and low on the Avoidance scale) or those 
that were avoidant (low on the Closeness and Dependence scales, and high on the 
Avoidance scale). Emotional responses also varied among people with different working 
models. 
Those with more secure attachments admitted to feeling distress, but not 
nervousness, whereas people with more anxiety within the relationship admitted feeling 
increased distress and nervousness when thinking about negative partner behaviors. 
Individuals less comfortable with closeness and depending on a partner reported less 
distress. Relationship quality was not related to emotional responses. Behavioral 
intentions replicated Study 1; those that were more anxious tended to predict more 
codlict and act in ways that punished their partners. An indirect relationship was found 
between relationship quality and emotions; explanations mediated this link, suggesting 
that relationship quality is unlikely to affect the relationship between attachment style and 
emotional experience. 
Collins (1996) found in both studies that anxious individuals (low on the 
Closeness, Dependence, and Avoidance scales) are likely to hold negative attributions for 
their partner's behavior, and interpret relationship events in a negative way. They are 
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likely to see their partners as unresponsive, untrustworthy, and rejecting of interpersonal 
closeness. These people have negative working models of self, and subsequently have 
less self-worth and feel less of a sense of self-efficacy. Secure participants have much 
more positive models of both self and others, and are likely to interpret events in a way 
that minimizes negativity. Secure individuals are more optimistic in relationships and 
insecure people are pessimistic. 
This section looked at research that hrthered the use of dimensions in attachment 
styles. Ruvolo at el.'s (200 1) research lends support to the idea that attachment styles can 
change, especially after a relationship break up. Cassidy (2000) supports this idea, as 
well. Break-ups can influence attachment; relationship attributions are also related to 
attachment. These ideas tie together bkcause perhaps relationship attributions will be 
different for a person depending on what stage of relationship formation they are in. 
Research that ties these ideas together is needed to understand the influence of 
forgiveness in attachment, or vice versa. Although there is research that looks at 
relationship elements and attachment, or relationship elements and forgiveness, little 
research exists looking at relationship elements, attachment, and changing forgiveness. 
Review of Literatidre on the Trarisitiom Tow~ar-d Ilriitirig Attach~nent and Forgiveness 
Recent research has focused on the appraisal of transgressions (hurt feelings) 
within relationships and how appraisal and attachment are related. This relates directly to 
forgiveness by beginning to link attachment styles to ways people cope with 
transgressions. 
Feeney (2005) conducted two studies examining hurtful events within 
relationships. Five categories of hurtful events were expected to show up: "active 
dissociation (denying or retracting feelings of love and cornmitmer~t), passive 
dissociation (ignoring or excluding partner form plans and activities), criticism, sexual 
infidelity, and deception (lying, breaking promises or confidences)" (Feeney, 2005, p. 
254-255). These hurtful events involve relationship devaluation and an element of 
transgression (rule violations or personal injury). A personal injury is defined in this 
context as damage to the victim's view of self as "worthy of love and/or to core beliefs 
about the availability and trustworthiness of others" (Feeney, 2005, p. 256). In other 
words, relationship transgressions would affect an individual's working models of self 
and others. The pre-transgression and post-transgression models of self and other each 
are expected to affect how people cope with the transgression (see Figure 2). 
In Feeney's research, five hypotheses were examined: (1) hurtful events would be 
reported as involving "rule violations (transgressions) that threaten models of self or 
others" (Feeney, 2005, p, 257); (2) themes of pain and injury were expected to be 
dominant in open-ended accounts of hurtful events; (3) other negative emotions would be 
reported depending on the type of event and its appraisal (e.g., sexual infidelity would 
elicit anger and hurt, active dissociation would elicit anxiety and hurt); (4) attachment 
dimensions would be related to emotional reactions; and (5) lay people (the participants) 
would recognize injury-related terms (e.g., hurt, let down, and betrayed) as different from 
anger and sadness. 
In the first study, 167 females and 55 males undergraduates recruited from 
introductory and social psychology classes were given open-ended questions asking 
respondents to provide details about a hurtfil event, and measures that assessed 
attachment security along the two dimensions of self and others and emotional reactions 
to the relationship hurt. Hurtful events fell into the five expected categories of active 
dissociation, passive dissociation, criticism, sexual infidelity, and deception. The 
frequently cited rules violations for hurthl events were supportiveness, loyaltylfidelity, 
openness, and trust. This supports the idea that hurtful events in relationships involve 
threats to positive working models and "perceived relational devaluation" (Feeney, 
2005). 
Negative emotions experienced by participants were surprise, anger, sadness, 
fearianxiety, shamelinadequacy, and hurtlinjury. Because surprise was considered an 
orientirig response and fit with the rule-violating nature of hurtful events, it was 
excluded, so that five emotional response categories remained (Feeney, 2005). 
Participants provided 502 emotional responses that fit into five categories. Higher levels 
of anger were reported for events like infidelity and deception. Acts of betrayal (e.g., 
infidelity, deception) were seen as the most hurtful, as participants could view these acts 
as an indication that their partner was disregarding the participants' needs in favor of 
their own, thus affecting both models of self and others. Attachment dimensions matched 
the author's hypotheses; people high in avoidance reported lower levels of hurt, general 
distress, and fear. Conversely, people with higher levels of anxiety in relationships 
reported higher levels of hurt, fear, general distress, and shame. 
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Feeney7s second study used the emotion terms generated in the previous study to 
assess whether participants would be able to differentiate injury-related terms (e.g., hurt, 
let down, and betrayed) ffom terms related to emotions like anger and fear in a word- 
sorting task. The 57 emotion terms generated in Study 1 were given to 30 male and 52 
female undergraduates, with the instructions of putting them into the five emotion groups 
generated in the same study (anger, fearlanxiety, sadness, shamelinadequacy, and 
hurt/ijury). Participants were able to differentiate the injury-related terms from the other 
terms, suggesting that lay people recognize hurt as a "discrete emotion" separate f b m  
sadness, anger, shame and fear (Feeney, 2005). As such, hurt is conceptualized as a 
unique emotion, "elicited by relational transgressions that damage the victim's core 
beliefs about self and others" (~eene~, -2005,  p. 269). This, along with the attachment 
literature discussed above, leads into the idea of forgiving hurts and transgressions in 
relationships. 
As the research has shown, adult attachment can be conceptualized as types 
(Secure, Avoidant, Anxious; Hazan & Shaver, 1987) or it can be conceptualized as 
existing along dimensions of self and dimensions of others (Collins & Read, 1990; 
Bartholomew & Horowitz, 199 1). Research has looked into how attachment functions in 
regards to other relationship elements like attributions of responsibility (Collins, 1996) or 
as influenced by relationship dissolution (Ruvulo et al., 200 1). Forgiveness, like 
attachment, is also related to relationship hctioning. As attachment can be seen as being 
composed of two dimensions, models of self and models of other (Bartholomew & 
Horowitz, 199 l), so can forgiveness. In relationships, people can forgive their partner, 
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the other, for transgressions they commit. Additionally, people can forgive thenzselves for 
transgressions against the partner and the relationship. It is in this way that forgiveness 
and attachment are connected; both can be seen as processes of working models of the 
self and of others. A review of forgiveness will follow, with the purpose of examining 
relationship elements related to attachment and forgiveness. 
Review of the Theoretical and E~npirical Literatnre orr Forgiveness 
Definitions of forgiverress. When people relate to others, transgressions- 
violations of moral, physical, or psychological boundaries-almost inevitably occur (with 
any substantial number of interactions). People deal with those transgressions through 
seeking justice, changing narrative interpretations of events, psychologically 
transforming interactions (e.g.,, through denial or projection or other defense 
mechanisms), through acceptance, or through forgiveness. 
McCullough, Worthington, and Rachal(1997) conceptualize forgiveness as a set 
of motivational changes where a person ( I )  decreases motivation for retaliation against an 
offender, (2) decreases motivation to avoid the offender, and (3) increases goodwill and 
motivation towards conciliation with the offender. Forgiveness is recognizing that an 
injustice or hurt occurred, but it involves the victim letting go of the offender's moral 
debt to the victim. Worthington (1998) views forgiveness as a "benevolent act . . . that can 
restore a sense of self-esteem without diminishing the esteem of the other person" (p. 64), 
which describes forgiveness' effects. Forgiveness is defined as the replacement of 
negative emotions (unforgiveness) with positive, other-oriented emotions such as 
empathy, sympathy, compassion, and love (Worthington et al., 2001; Worthington & 
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Wade, 1999). These positive and negative dimensions are also reflected in Fincham, Hall, 
and Beach's (2005) definition of forgiveness as a "transformation in motivations towards 
a transgressor that comprises both positive and negative dimensions" (Fincham, Hall, & 
Beach, 2005; p. 208). Additionally, forgiveness is conceptualized as either dyadic (the 
tendency to forgive offenses within a particular relationship; McCullough, Hoyt, & 
Rachal, 2000) or as self-forgiveness, which is a "set of motivational changes whereby 
one becomes decreasingly motivated to avoid stimuli associated with the offense, 
decreasingly motivated to retaliate against the self (e.g., punish the self, engage in seif- 
destructive behaviors), and increasingly motivated to act benevolently towards the self' 
(Fincham et al., 2005, p. 218). 
These definitions of forgiveness all incorporate feelings towards a transgressor, 
whether it is the self or others. This distinction makes a feasible argument for people 
having different traits of forgivingness; one might be forgiving towards others and not 
towards the self. This is an area that needs more research. 
Theoretical conceptions of forgiverless. Forgiveness was always seen as beneficial 
to relationships by spiritual counselors, but was largely ignored by scientists. It is a 
relatively new area of interest in science, having generally been the domain of religious 
and spiritual scholars. However, psychologists began to examine the importance of 
forgiveness as a factor in relationships. Worthington and DiBlasio (1 990) outlined a 
process of promoting mutual forgiveness in relationships while within couple therapy 
They reasoned that not only was granting forgiveness important to fix a broken 
relationship, but seeking forgiveness also played a part in repairing fissures in the 
relationship. Forgiveness, thus, was seen as having a role in reconciliation. 
Another factor important to forgiveness, and relationships in general, is having 
empathy for one's partner; empathizing with a partner can lead to taking oneself out of 
his own style of explanation of blame and can take one "toward admitting partial 
responsibility for problems" Worthington & DiBlasio, 1990, p. 220 j. These authors also 
state that an offender's having an attitude of repentance, or remorse for behavior, is 
important in granting forgiveness, as it is hard to maintain a forgiving attitude toward 
someone who continues to be hurtful. Again, Worthington and DiBlasio spoke more 
about reconciliation as a process involving communication (especially as directed by a 
couple therapist) than about forgiveness as an internal process or experience. 
Some limitations, however, make forgiveness by a victim more difficult; some of 
these involve the offender, such as type of hurt (e.g., instances of violence or long-term 
victimization), although these instances generally involve a "failure to repent from one's 
misdeeds" (Worthington & DiBlasio, 1990, p. 220). Other limitations involve the victim, 
and can include the lack of desire to forgive, or certain personality disorders 
(McCullough & Worthington, 1994a). Worthington and DiBlasio's (1990) early 
theoretical examination of forgiveness within relationships concludes that forgiveness is 
possible through "owning one's hurtful actions, eschewing future hurtfulness, forgiving 
the partner for past hurts, . . .atonement for hurting the partner and sacrifice" on the part of 
each partner (p. 2 19). 
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In a review of models of forgiveness, McCullough and Worthington (1 994b) 
distinguish four categories of forgiveness models based on (1) psychological theories, (2) 
process development of thinking about forgiveness, as exemplified by Enright's (Enright 
& the Human Development Study Group, 1994) describing the tasks involved with 
forgiveness, (3) moral development framework, and (4) typologies of forgiveness. A fifth 
approach -- psychodynamic model -- discusses unforgiving cognitions, emotions, and 
behaviors and involves both inter- and intrapersonal processes. Personal construct models 
use schemas to allow change in experiences and forgiveness. Although these models fit 
into established psychological theory, they did little to promote empirical research in 
forgiveness. 
Models that focus on the process of forgiveness distinguished between models of 
interpersonal and intrapersonal forgiveness, indicating that different types of ford veness 
might exist. Using these models helps to facilitate the process of forgiveness; models like 
the psychological theories and the developmental frameworks have since been tested 
empirically. I examine some of these models more closely later in the present chapter. 
Developmental models of forgiveness assume that reasoning concerning forgiveness 
develops in discrete developmental periods. Early theorizing about forgiveness created 
types of forgiveness that are similar to types discussed in present-day empirical research. 
According to Trainer (198 1) the three types of forgiveness are (1) role-expected 
forgrveriess, conceptualized as an overt manifestation of forgiveness accompanied by 
fear, anxiety, and resentment, (2) expedientforgiveness, which is performed as a means 
to another end and is accompanied by condescension and hostility, and (3) intrinsic 
forgiveriess, which is a change in attitudes and feelings toward an offender as well as 
behavioral expressions of forgiveness (Trainer, 198 1). This conceptuaIization of 
forgiveness is used often in today's research. Additionally, Nelson (1 992) considered the 
degree of behavioral, attitudinal, and emotional change towards the offender in 
describing his detached, limited, and h l l  forgiveness types. Models based on typologies 
of forgiveness recognize that forgiveness takes place in a context that affects motivations 
toward, and consequences of forgiveness. 
Another model to consider is Worthington's (1998) empathy-hurnility- 
commitment model of forgiveness within family dyads. The core of this model is 
empathy, which is the initiating component of forgiveness. Research has shown that 
people most likely to forgive feel the most empathy for their offenders (McCullough et 
al., 1997). Empathy has been found to mediate apology and forgiveness so that the lack 
of empathy is not likely to lead to forgiveness (Worthington, 1998). According to  
Worthington's (1998) early theorizing, humility is a second component of forgiveness. 
Humility leads to a victim seeing both himself and the offender as fallible humans, thus 
hrthering forgiveness of an offender's transgressions. The third component, 
commitment, solidifies the forgiveness by addressing self-perception, attitude change, 
cognitive dissonance, and damaged self-esteem (Worthington, 1998). 
Worthington and his colleagues (Exline, Worthington, Hill, & McCullough, 2003; 
Worthington & Scherer, 2004; Worthington & Wade, 1999) have suggested two levels of 
irldivid~lal experiences offorgrveness. 1)ecisional forgiveness is a decision to control 
one's future behavior. Elnotional forgivertess is the replacement of negative unforgiving 
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emotions with positive other-oriented emotions. Note that even though the process of 
forgiving is through emotional replacement, the efEects of individual forgiveness extend 
to changes in emotion, motivation, cognition, and behavior. 
In interpersonal forgiveness, which occurs in ongoing interpersonal relationships, 
interpersonal aspects attend the individual experience of forgiveness. People talk about 
transgressions. People might communicate forgiveness that is granted or that is 
emotionally experienced. People might accept or reject proffered forgiveness. People 
reconcile or fail to reconcile. In unilateral forgiveness (see McCullough & Worthington, 
1994a), the offender is no longer in active relationship with the victim. Thus, no (or few) 
interpersonal aspects attend individual experience of forgiveness. 
Besides the individual experiences of forgiveness and the interpersonal events that 
may attend interpersonal forgiveness, societal processes are affected by forgiveness and 
by communications around forgiveness. Societal interactions involve communications 
around transgressions that involve many individuals, many dyads, historical context, 
future relationship expectations, and observations of other dyads. Societal interactions 
affect dyads and individuals, and vice versa, in a complex interloclung set of 
relationships that are not discernible in a linear sequence. 
Regarding marriage, Fincham, Hall, and Beach (2005) discuss the correlates of 
forgiveness as relationship and life satisfaction, intimacy, attributions, and affect. 
Additionally, forgiveness is able to predict aggression, conflict, and behavior towards a 
spouse. These authors put forth the idea that forgiveness is a bidimentional process 
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representing different motivational systems (positive/approach vs. negative/avoidance) 
and, which operate differently for each spouse. 
Among the positive benefits of forgiveness, researchers have long been promoting 
(and later supporting with empirical research) the ideas that forgiveness influences affect 
and well-being in a positive manner, improves physical and mental health, restores a 
sense of personal power, and can aid reconciliation between offender and victim, if 
desired (McCullough & Worthington, 1994a). After conducting a review of extant health 
psychology literature, Worthington and Scherer (2004) theorized that forgiveness has a 
direct positive effect on health by reducing hostility, affecting the immune system at the 
cellular and neuro-endocrine levels and through the release of antibodies, and affecting 
the central nervous system processes. Additionally, forgiveness can have an indirect 
positive effect on health because forgiveness promotes social networks and social 
support; forgiving people have less stressful marriages; forgiveness is related to 
personality variables that are associated with good health; and forgiveness might be 
related to relationship skills (Worthington & Scherer, 2004). 
Early theoretical views of forgiveness as psychological or developmental 
contributed to empirical research into forgiveness. Emotional forgiveness and Decisional 
forgiveness are types of individual forgiveness. Forgiveness is possible in most 
situations, but it is not always advisable, especially if it puts the victim at further risk of 
harm. Even in cases where the victim and transgressor no longer have contact, as in 
dissolved relationships, ~~~nibferalforgzveness is possible. In addition to this, forgiveness 
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is possible in interpersonal contexts. The benefits of forgiving have been discussed; 
conversely, unforgiveness holds the possibility of risks to oneself. 
72eoretical Views of Ilrlforgiverless. Unforgiveness has been described as a 
"complex of related emotions, consisting of resentment, bitterness, hatred, hostility, 
residual anger, and fear" (Worthington, Berry, & Parrott, 2001, p. 108). These are 
emotions experienced as a reaction to some event; these emotions and consequences set 
in motion the process of rumination, which then leads to unforgiveness. This tendency to 
experience emotions like hostility, hatred, bitterness, resentment, fear, and anxiety might 
lead to poor health because these are all related and to  chronic stress (Worthington et al., 
200 1). There are numerous methods of reducing unforgiveness. Each of those might 
reduce or prevent poor health and promoting good health. A victim can pursue justice, 
seek restitution, resolve the conflict, project blame, forbear (accept) the transgression, or 
forgive. These two concepts - reducing unforgiveness through any of numerous methods 
versus forgiving - are seen as separate ideas. Conceptualizing them along two separate 
dimensions, one can understand that low unforgiveness does not mean one has forgiven 
(Worthington et al., 200 1). 
One could experience unforgiveness after the loss of a relationship. The tendency 
to experience negative emotions could also affect the quality of the relationship and be 
related to attachment. 
Research on Relationshiy Characteristics That Co~ild Affect Forgiveness arid Attachmerit 
Relationship piality can affect forgiverress avid is related to attachnzerrt. 
Hassebrauck and Fehr (2002) conducted four studies that examined dimensions of the 
42 
prototype of relationship quality. Study 1 used 371 German participants, recruited 
through direct contact with the researchers or from a university, to perform an 
exploratory principal components analysis. Participants were asked to rate the centrality 
of 64 features of relationship quality established by Hassebrauck (Hassebrauck, 1997). 
Additionally, attachment was assessed using working models of self and others. Results 
indicated that intimacy, agreement, independence, and sexuality came up as dimensional 
scale factors of relationship quality. 
To assess the validity of these dimensions, they were compared to attachment 
dimensions of self and others. Based on attachment research (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 
1991; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994) it was expected that (1) intimacy would be 
positively related to model of others, (2) independence would be positively related to 
model of self and negative model of others, (3) agreement would be positively related to 
model of others, and (4) sexuality would be positively related to model of others. Results 
of the correlational examination supported these hypotheses, which provided evidence 
supporting the validity of the scales as dimensional features of relationship quality. 
Study 2 attempted to replicate the findings of the first study by utilizing a sample 
consisting of a broader range of participants. Participants were 177 female and 148 male 
selected according to the "snowball" method; researchers asked their acquaintances and 
then moved outward fiom this point. As in the first study, participants rated the centrality 
of 64 features of relationship quality. Analyses of the data supported results fiom Study 1 
and the findings could be generalized to a broader sample of German participants. 
43 
Study 3 sought to make results more generalizable by asking 1 14 female and 63 
male Canadian undergraduates to rate the centrality of the 64 features of relationship 
quality translated from German into English. Results supported the four-factorial 
structure of relationship quality, providing evidence of its reliability and generalizability 
to different populations (Hassebrauck & Fehr, 2002). 
Based on the results of the previous three studies, the authors conclude that the 
concept of relationship quality, as measured by their instrument, has a clear internal 
structure. The fourth study examined how people use this prototype to evaluate their own 
relationships. It was hypothesized that the more a relationship resembles the prototype of 
relationship quality, the greater satisfaction that will be reported. Additionally, it was 
expected that the intimacy factor would have the strongest correlation with satisfaction; 
because intimacy had the highest factor loadings onto the concept of relationship quality 
in the previous studies, the authors posited that the more a relationship resembled the 
prototype of relationship quality, the more satisfaction the partners in that relationship 
would report. Participants were 195 married Canadians and 86 German undergraduates. 
Participants rated how the 64 relationship quality features characterized their own 
relationships, and were given measures of relationship satisfaction (both samples); single 
items asking about relationship alternatives, frequency of joint activities, importance of 
the relationship, and strength of attachment (German sample); and scales measuring 
commitment, interpersonal trust, and love characteristics (Canadian sample). 
Results supported the hypothesis that strength of relationship quality dimensions 
would be related to relationship satisfaction, with intimacy most pronounced. The 
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construct validity of these dimensions was supported in that intimacy, agreement, and 
independence were correlated with attachment strength. The authors concIude that this 
study showed that people can reliably rate their relationships regarding the four 
relationship quality dimensions, and that the greater the resemblance of ones' own 
relationship to these dimensions, the more positively they would evaluate their 
satisfaction within the relationship, the importance of the relationship, and their 
attachment to their partner. Four features consistently define relationship quality: 
intimacy, agreement, independence, and sexuality. Intimacy was the strongest predictor 
of quality. 
Attribution of negative truits to yartr~er and relationship nffect.forgiveness and is 
forecast by attuchilzent spies. Fincham, Harold, and Gano-Phillips (2000) investigated 
causal effects between attributions for negative partner behaviors and relationship 
satisfaction; additionally, they looked at the role that conflict efficacy expectations plays. 
These expectations involve the belief that an individual has regarding their ability to 
"execute the behaviors needed to resolve the conflict" (Fincham, Harold, & Gano- 
Phillips, 2000, p. 270). Using a sample of 130 newly married (within 15-20 months) 
couples, the authors gave them measures assessing martial satisfaction, attributions, and 
efficacy expectations. Data were collected in three waves; the first phase of collection 
involved a packet being sent out that consisted of the measures of satisfaction and 
attribution. The same materials were sent out during the second phase, about six months 
later. Approximately twelve months later, each couple was invited to come to the 
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research lab and fill out the same measures. Structural equation modeling was used to 
analyze the data. 
A negative relationship was found between satisfaction and attributions. People 
who made more negative attributions about their partners' behaviors reported less 
satisfaction within the relationship. A causal pathway was discovered, however. 
Attributions influenced satisfaction, but satisfaction did not have an effect on attributions 
in general. However, when causal and responsibility attributions were examined 
separately, it was found that early satisfaction within the relationship was related to 
causal attributions. When the role of efficacy expectations was examined, the relationship 
between attributions and satisfaction was mediated. For wives, efficacy expectations had 
an indirect effect on the effects of marital satisfaction on attributions. Early satisfaction 
had an effect on attributions beyond efficacy expectations for husbands. The authors 
concluded that there is a bi-directional effect between causal attributions and marital 
satisfaction. Additionally, the results support the distinction between causal and 
responsibility attributions. Finally, the authors found that the relationship between 
attributions and satisfaction was mediated by efficacy expectations regarding conflict. 
Willir~grtess to sacrzjice within r-elationsl~ips i  indicated by nttachnient style and 
increases likeliness to forgive. Van Lange, Rusbult, Drigotas, Arriaga, Witcher, and Cox 
(1997) conducted six studies in which they examined the willingness to sacrifice within 
relationships. The authors conceptualize willingness to sacrifice as the tendency to forgo 
immediate self-interest to promote the well-being of a partner or relationship (Van Lange 
et al., 1997). Sacrifice could involve giving up desirable behaviors or enacting behaviors 
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that could be considered undesirable; sacrifice could be transient, minor, and situation- 
specific, or it could be more substantial. Commitment, experienced as Ion,- 0 term 
oriexltation towards a relationship, intent to persist through rough times, psychological 
attachment, and recognition of some sort of dependency on the relationship, develops 
because of an increased satisfaction with the relationship, and a decreased number of 
alternatives to the relationship. 
The authors hypothesized that commitment promotes prorelationship behaviors, 
including a willingness to sacrifice. This process happens with four mechanisms: ( I )  
because committed individuals need their relationships, they will be more willing to 
sacrifice direct self-interest in order to sustain them; (2) because long-term orientation is 
part of commitment, individuals who are committed to their relationships develop 
patterns of reciprocal cooperation that ultimately maximize long-term self-interest; (3) 
because attachment is part of commitment, committed individuals will engage in 
undesirable behaviors that contradict an individual's self interest but strengthen the 
relationship , making their partner feel good; and (4) commitment promotes pro-social 
behaviors that are collectivistic and communal in nature, enacting sacrifices in personal 
gain (Van Lange et al., 1997). 
A cross-sectional survey method was used in Study 1. Participants were 105 
Dutch college students who were in dating relationships, recruited through flyers on the 
campus of a Dutch university. Measures were given to them assessing willingness to 
sacrifice, commitment level, satisfaction level, quality of relationship alternatives, and 
investment in the relationship. Correlational analyses were done on the data. Satisfaction, 
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investment, and lower attraction to alternatives had an effect on commitment in 
relationships. When looking at willingness to sacrifice, results supported the hypothesis 
that "commitment largely mediates the effects of satisfaction, alternatives, and 
investments on sacrifice" (Van Lange, et al., 1997, p. 1378). Study 2 also used a cross- 
sectional survey method with 44 female and 39 male participants recruited through an 
advertisement in a Dutch university newspaper inviting people who were involved in a 
dating relationship to participate in a paid study. Surveys were administered in groups of 
10- 1 5 people. These measures were given to them assessing willingness to sacrifice, 
commitment level, satisfaction level, quality of relationship alternatives, and investment 
in the relationship. Correlational analyses were done on the data. Satisfaction and 
alternatives had an effect on commitment in relationships. When looking at willingness to 
sacrifice, results were again consistent with the hypothesis that "commitment largely 
mediates the effects of satisfaction, alternatives, and investments on sacrifice" (Van 
Lange, et al., 1997, p. 1378). 
The third study was a simulation experiment that assessed passive and active 
sacrifice; quality of couple functioning was also examined by looking at dyadic 
adjustment and break up intentions. Participants were 59 female and 42 male 
undergraduates in an introductory psychology class at a rural American university; they 
were assigned to eight experimental conditions, where they read different versions of an 
essay that manipulated satisfaction (high vs. low), alternatives (good vs. poor), and 
investments (low vs. high). A questionnaire was given aRer reading this essay that 
assesses satisfaction, alternatives, investments, commitment, passive sacrifice, active 
sacrifice, dyadic adjustment, break up intentions, self-deception, and impression 
management. 
Data were analyzed through analyses of variance. Results indicated that 
commitment accounted for most of the variance in willingness to sacrifice. Additionally, 
satisfaction was linked to sacrifice, and sacrifice was linked to investment, consistent 
with the assertion that commitment mediated the effects of satisfaction, alternatives, and 
investments (Van Lange, et al., 1997). When examining dyadic adjustment and break up 
intentions, commitment was found to relate to healthy hnctioning w i t h  the relationship. 
The authors conclude that a willingness to sacrifice mediates the association between 
commitment and adjustment, but does not mediate the relationship between commitment 
and break up intentions. Commitment also influences hnctioning through other 
mechanisms besides sacrifice; commitment was also associated with adjustment and 
break up intentions (Van Lange, et al., 1997). 
Study 4 was a longitudinal examination of behavioral sacrifice and relationship 
variables. Participants were 45 paid couples recruited from either a pool of psychology 
class participants or through an advertisement in a rural university newspaper. Data were 
collected on three occasions, about 4-5 weeks apart. Measures given to the couples 
assessed willingness to sacrifice, perception of partner's willingness to sacrifice, 
commitment level, satisfaction level, quality of alternatives, investment in the 
relationship, and dyadic adjustment. 
Data were analyzed with correlations. Satisfaction, alternatives, and investments 
were all correlated with commitment, and accounted for most of the variance. 
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Commitment and investment size were correlated with behavioral sacrifice, and final 
correlational analysis indicated that sacrifice and commitment level were correlated with 
dyadic adjustment. 
Study 5 was also a longitudinal study of dating relationships that examined 
whether sacrifice and commitment were related to actual persistence of a relationship. 
Participants in the first phase of data collection were 4 4  female and 43 male 
undergraduates from a rural university who were involved in dating relationships for at 
least 3 months. Participants in the second phase were 40 females and 38 males who 
indicated that they were still involved with their partners 6-9 weeks after the first phase. 
Measure given to the participants at both phases assessed willingness to sacrifice, 
commitment, satisfaction, alternatives; investments, and dyadic adjustment. 
Data were examined through correlational analyses. The results found that 
satisfaction, alternatives, and investments were correlated with commitment, and 
accounted for a large part of the variance. Willingness to sacrifice was correlated with 
commitment, satisfaction, alternatives, and investments; satisfaction, alternatives, and 
investments were found to be predictive of sacrifice, although they did not account for 
significant variance beyond commitment. According to the authors, these results support 
the hypothesis that "commitment mediates effects willingness to sacrifice" (Van Lange et 
al., 1997, p. 1385). Additionally, sacrifice and commitment were correlated with 
adjustment and persisted-ended status, although commitment was most predictive of 
adjustment and persisted-ended status. 
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Study 6 was a longitudinal study, as were Studies 4 and 5. Study 6 extends the 
findings of the five earlier studies by examining the links between relationship variables 
and later commitment and willingness to sacrifice in married couples. Participants were 
64 married couples recruited through obtaining a list of marriage license applications in 
North Carolina. Data were collected six times over approximately 3 '/z years; every 6-8 
months, the couples were contacted and either sent a packet of measures or were asked to 
come into the research laboratory to complete the packet. The measures given assessed 
willingness to sacrifice, perception of their partners' willingness to sacrifice, 
commitment, satisfaction, alternatives, investments, and dyadic adjustment. 
Data were examined through correlational analyses. The results indicated that 
early measures of satisfaction, alternatives, and investments were correlated with later 
commitment, accounting for a significant variance to predict commitment. Earlier 
commitment was also found to account for change over time in wiilingness to sacrifice 
and change in adjustment. Additionally, relationship variables did not account for 
significant variance in willingness to sacrifice over commitment, affirming the hypothesis 
that commitment mediates the relationship. Commitment was correlated with dyadic 
adjustment, accounting for a large part of the variance. 
The authors conclude that willingness to sacrifice is associated with commitment, 
both prorelationship behaviors. Willingness to sacrifice was also associated with dyadic 
adjustment and persistence-termination, supporting the authors' assertion that 
maintenance of a relationship requires willingness to se aside personal interests that . 
conflict with the well-being of the couple (Van Lange et al., 1997). The authors interpret 
5 1 
their findings to mean that commitment to a partner or a relationship promotes 
willingness to sacrifice one's personal interests, which in turn strengthens the knctioning 
of the couple (Van Lange et al., 1997). 
In an extension of this commitment research, Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, and 
Hannon (2002) conducted three studies that examined the role of commitment in 
motivating forgiveness. Commitment is conceptualized by the authors as having three 
parts: intent to persist, long-term orientation, and psychological attachment. Commitment 
results from three processes, as well: increased satisfaction within the relationship, 
decreased alternatives of sources where needs are met, and increased investments in the 
relationship. The authors hypothesize that strong commitment promotes positive mental 
events, pro-relationship motives, and forgiveness (Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, & 
Hamon, 2002). 
A priming procedure was used in Study 1 to manipulate commitment in an 
ongoing relationship. Participants were 22 male and 67 female undergraduates in an 
introductory psychology class from a rural university, who were involved in a dating 
relationship for at least one month. For this study, the authors thought that participants 
exposed to the high commitment prime would exhibit greater forgiveness, reacting to a 
hypothetical betrayal with lesser exit (actively destructive) and neglect (passively 
destructive) reactions, and would show greater voice (actively constructive) and loyalty 
(passively constructive) reactions (Finkel et al., 2002). Participants were given a one- 
page questionnaire of five open-ended questions that primed them for either the low- or 
high-commitment group. They then read 12 hypothetical betrayal situations and answered 
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four items for each betrayal; these items measured types of reactions (exit, neglect, voice, 
loyalty). Measures assessing commitment level and self-deception and impression 
management were also given. Finkel et al. found that participants in the high commitment 
priming group exhibited lower exit and neglect reactions, and greater voice and loyalty 
reactions. Women were more likely to forgive betrayals, reacting with voice reactions. 
Subjective commitment was found to mediate the relationship between commitment 
priming and forgiveness. 
The second study consisted of a cross-sectional survey to examine associations 
with commitment on real betrayal incidents. The authors hypothesized that participants 
would exhibit less forgiveness immediately following a betrayal than at a later time; they 
thought that this would be illustrated with two patterns: (1) strong commitment promotes 
forgiveness both immediately following a betrayal and a later time; and (2 )  commitment 
and time would interact so that highly committed people would exhibit greater movement 
over time toward forgiveness (Finkel et al., 2002). 
Participants were 155 undergraduates in an introductory psychology class from a 
rural university, who were involved in a dating relationship for at least one month. They 
were asked to describe a partner act of betrayal; this was worded by the authors as norm 
violations in order to avoid the connotations of sexual norm violations or the desire to 
promote oneself or the relationship in favorable terms. Participants wrote paragraphs 
about what happened, how they reacted, and when the incident occurred. These violations 
were rated by research assistants regarding their severity. Participants also completed 
measures assessing their immediate and delayed reactions to the betrayal, their 
commitment, duration of the relationship, time since the betrayal, and long-distance 
involvement. These last three variables were measured and excluded as confounds. 
Results indicated that those participants who exhibited high commitment were 
likely to display positive immediate and delayed behaviors, positive immediate and 
delayed cognitive interpretations, positive delayed emotional reactions, and negative 
immediate emotional reactions. This suggests that more highly committed individuals are 
more forgiving, despite being more hurt and angered by betrayal initially. There was a 
gender difference regarding reactions to betrayal, with males exhibiting more positive 
emotions, cognitions, and behaviors; the association of commitment with emotions was 
stronger among women (Finkel et al., 2002). The authors conclude that cognitive 
interpretations seem to be important in "understanding the association of commitment 
with interpersonal forgiveness (Finkel et al., 2002, p. 966). 
Study 3 tested the same hypothesis as the second study, that commitment is 
positively associated with forgiveness of everyday and more serious betrayals, using 
daily interaction records. Participants were 20 males and 58 female undergraduates in an 
introductory psychology class from a rural university, who were involved in a dating 
relationship for at least one month and interacted with them daily. Participants were 
asked to describe all betrayals within a two-week period, their reactions to the betrayals, 
and rate the degree to which they felt committed to their partner. As in the previous 
studies, betrayal was described in terms of relationship-norm violations. Additionally, the 
authors measured self-deception and impression management, duration of the 
relationship, and long-distance involvement. This study also included a measure that 
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assesses the three components of commitment (intent to persist, long-term orientation, 
and psychological attachment), a difference from the previous studies 
Using hierarchical linear modeling, the author's results supported the hypothesis; 
during betrayals when individuals felt more strongly committed to their relationships, 
they exhibited more positive emotion, behavior, and cognition. Conversely, when 
individuals felt less committed to their partners, they had reduced positivity and 
decreased tendencies to forgive their partners (Finkel et al., 2002). The relationship 
between forgiveness and commitment was found to be partially mediated by both 
cognitive interpretations and motional reactions. When the question of why commitment 
promotes forgiveness was assessed, the component of intent to persist appeared to 
support the association more than the-other two components, long-term orientation and 
psychological attachment. 
Overall, the authors conclude that commitment and forgiveness are positively 
associated. Strong commitment inhibited destructive reactions to a betrayal. Furthermore, 
this association rests on the component of commitment that is intent to persist in the 
relationship; the more people want to stay in relationships, the more they are willing to 
forgive and forgo vengeance (Finkel et al., 2002). Additionally, cognitive interpretations 
make a difference in the commitment-forgiveness association. Positive interpretations 
mediated this relationship, so that individuals who make positive attributions for their 
partners' behaviors are more likely to forgive. 
Relatiorral dissolution inzpacts relatiorial satisfaction and forgiveriess, and is 
related to attnchinerlt syle. Sbarra and Emery (2005) take a different stance on studying 
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variables that could affect forgiveness and attachment by examining nonrnarital 
relationship dissolution and its emotional consequences. Participants were 48 female and 
10 male undergraduates from a rural university who had ended a dating relationship of at 
least four months up to two weeks prior to entering the study. Of these participants, 33 
had chosen to end the relationship, 12 reported the decision as mutual, and 13 said their 
partner had chosen to end the relationship. These participants were compared to a control 
group sample of 30 individuals that were in continuing dating relationships. Individuals 
completed measures assessing the acceptance of the relationship termination, the 
emotional sequelae of the event, mood and anxiety, attachment styles, and ways of 
coping during the first day of entry into the study and on the 2gth (the final) day. 
Participants were paged daily during these 28 days and asked to complete a dairy entry of 
questions tapping affective states of love, sadness, anger, and relief. 
Multilevel modeling and hierarchical regressions were used to analyze the data. 
Compared to the individuals who were still in dating relationships, these individuals in 
dissolved relationships reported more negative affect, and fewer feelings of love and 
closeness to their former partners (Sbarra & Emery, 2005). They reported more anger and 
less love throughout the month, although their feelings of sadness decreased during this 
time so that by the end of the study, feelings of sadness were not different from the still- 
dating group. These feelings seem to be related to conceptualizations of unforgiveness. 
When the researchers examined how the feelings changed, different patterns were found. 
The decline of love feelings was linear, whereas sadness and anger followed curvilinear 
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decreases (Sbarra & Emery, 2005). Most of this change occurred within the first week of 
entering the study. 
Attachment security was negatively correlated with anger and sadness, and 
positively correlated with relief. These results indicate that "secure individuals regulate 
their emotions more effectively, especially in situations that present relationship-specific 
threats" (Sbarra & Emery, 2005, p. 229). People with more security are able to make 
smoother transitions. On days when participants reported having contact with their 
former partner, feelings of love and sadness were increased, stalling the emotional 
transition. The authors conclude that higher levels of sadness and lower levels of anger 
predict increases in positive feelings of love towards one's former partner (e.g., perhaps 
this reflects what we could call "pining"). 
Alternatively, higher feelings of love and sadness were associated with lower 
feelings of relief Changes in emotion over time were complicated and dependent on 
other emotions; sadness slowed the decrease in feelings of love over the month, whereas 
feelings of anger were associated with less love (Sbarra & Emery, 2005). Less relief was 
experienced by those people who reported more love and sadness. 
This study illustrates that people experience feelings we could call unforgiveness 
after the dissolution of a relationship; people oRen feel angry towards a partner, 
accompanied by sadness. Positive emotions towards a former partner can remain; love 
feelings can be experienced for awhile after a break up. Attachment is important here 
because more secure attachments are associated with a better emotional transition; less 
anger and sadness are experienced, and more feelings of relief are felt. 
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These studies discuss specific relationship elements that might contribute to both 
forgiveness and attachment. Relationship quality dimensions, satisfaction, attributions, 
commitment, willingness to sacrifice, and emotional consequences of relationship 
dissolution are important to consider in the research of forgiveness and attachment. 
People with more secure attachments, who are more forgiving perhaps, might have better 
quality relationship, feel more satisfied with their relationships, make less negative 
partner behavior attributions, be more committed, more willing to sacrifice for the 
relationship, and ultimately experience healthier emotions towards their partner if the 
relationship were to break up. What is missing from this research is the direct connection 
of forgiveness and attachment while looking at these variables. 
Developn~er~t of the Scier~tflc Strdy of ~or~iveriess arid Relationship Fmiables 
McCullough, Rachal, Sandage, Worthington, Brown, and Hight (1998) conducted 
four studies examining how forgiveness can be predicted by relationship-level variables, 
such as satisfaction, commitment, and closeness, offense-level variables, such as apology 
and impact of the offense, and social-cognitive-level variables, like offender-focused 
empathy and rumination about the offense. The authors posit that two components 
underlie forgiveness, making up the dimensions of Avoidance and Revenge. When 
people are high in both these dimensions, they experience unforgiveness. The authors 
explain the relationship between sacrifice, a relationship-level variable, and forgiveness 
as a "transformation that causes him or her to (a) refrain from taking actions that might be 
perceived as protective of his or her self-interests but ultimately destructive for the 
relationship and, instead, (b) to engage in actions that contribute to relational health" 
(McCullough et al., 1998). A prediction is made that individuals high in positive 
relationship variables are morel likely to forgive. 
Participants in Study 1 included 13 1 female and 108 male undergraduates. They 
reported an interpersonal injury and filled out the Avoidance and Revenge subscales on a 
measure of forgiveness. Structural equation modeling refined the scales, which the 
authors then used to create the transgression-related interpersonal motivations (TRIM) 
inventory. 
Study 2 involved the two separate administrations of the TRIM to (1) 74 
undergraduates who reported recently being hurt by a relationship partner, and (2) to 36 
undergraduates who had indicated that they wished participate in an intervention to 
forgive an offense that had happened in the past. All participants completed an additional 
single item assessing to what extent they had forgiven their offender. The participants 
who had recently been hurt completed the TFUM again eight weeks following the initial 
data collection. The participants completed the TRIM and the single item of forgiveness 
again three to nine weeks after the initial screening, while they were still on a waiting list 
for the interventions. The results of this study support the reliability and construct validity 
of the TRIM. Additionally, a difference was found in forgiving among the two groups; 
the Revenge subscale predicted variance on the single item for those individuals that had 
recently been hurt, whereas the Avoidance subscale predicted forgiveness for those 
people who expressed dficulty forgiving. 
The third study examined the association between forgiving and commitment and 
adjustment within relationships. The authors posited that TRIM subscales would be 
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correlated with relationship measures both within individuals and across couples. The 
TRIM and measures assessing relationship quality and commitment were given to  1 16 
heterosexual couples; at least one member of the couples was an undergraduate. Of the 
couples, most were dating (n = 6 1); 13 couples were married, 22 engaged, and 18 were 
cohabitating. Results of this study support the idea that forgiveness is related to 
satisfaction and commitment within couples; there was a substantial correlation found 
both within individuals and across couples. These findings give support for the idea that 
forgiveness involves motivational transformation, occurring more readily in satisfied, 
committed relationship (McCullough et al., 1998). 
Study 4 extended these findings by predicting that pre-offense relational closeness 
and forgiveness would be mediated by'empathy so that apologies would be more likely 
and there would be greater empathy for the offender. Additionally, it was predicted that 
rurnination would inhibit empathy for an offender; rumination in a close relationship 
would be less likely, however. The TRIM and measures assessing relational closeness, 
degree of apology, rumination, offender-focused empathy, positive and negative 
affectivity, forgiving, self-deception, and impression management were given to 59 male 
and 128 female undergraduates. Models were created for the data and the two factors of 
the TRIM were cross-validated. Results indicate that positive and negative affectivity, 
self-deception, and impression management were weakly related to scores on the 
Avoidance and Revenge subscales. Pre-offense relational closeness facilitated 
forgiveness by making apologues more likely, making pre-offense relational closeness an 
important component of the apology empathy + forgiveness model that the authors 
conceptualize. This model seems to be important in maintaining relational closeness 
when offenses occur. Rumination was found to relate to forgiveness through the pathway 
of Revenge motivations; this finding is explained by prior research that has found a 
dispositional rumination tendency to be predictive of aggressive behavior. 
The authors conclude that forgiveness involves low motivation to both avoid and 
seek revenge against an oEender. Forgiving takes place more often in the context of 
committed, satisfactory, close relationships. In close relationships, offenders are more 
likely to offer apologies for transgressions (McCullough et al., 1998). These close 
relationships also foster the development of empathy for an offender. However, 
rumination about a transgression was related to motivations to seek revenge against 
offenders. 
Karremans, Van Lange, Ouwerkerk, and Huwer (2003) conducted four empirical 
studies in which they investigated the role of interpersonal commitment and forgiveness 
on psychological well-being. In the first study, they studied 30 male and 60 female Dutch 
undergraduate students. They investigated the association between forgiving in less 
exclusive personal relationships (not just family and partners,) and psychological well- 
being when commitment to the offender is either high or low. Participants were assigned 
to a forgiving category (forgiving or not) and they self-selected into a commitment 
category (various levels). Karremans, Van Lange, Ouwerkerk, and Kluwer found that 
forgiveness and commitment interact to affect life satisfaction, positive affect, and state 
self-esteem. This study shows that commitment (a product of attachment in relationships) 
and the propensity to forgive affect well-being. 
In the second study, both forgiveness and commitment were manipulated 
variables. The researchers hypothesized that strong commitment moderates forgiveness 
on well-being, and that tension would moderate the relationship between forgiving, well- 
being, and commitment. The focus was on less exclusive relationships. They studied 34 
male and 86 female Dutch undergraduates and again, a significant interaction was found 
for forgiveness and strong commitment for positive psychological well-being. An 
unexpected result was found in the low commitment group; those who were assigned to 
the no forgiveness group had higher levels of state self-esteem than did those people in 
the low commitment group that forgave. 
In the third study, 45 male and 9 1 female Dutch undergraduates were randomly 
assigned to groups and tested with the same hypotheses as the previous study; however, 
there was no focus on type of relationship. The findings mirrored the previous two 
studies; strong commitment was associated with the relationship between forgiveness and 
positive well-being. In the non-forgiving category, more tension was reported for those 
whose commitment to the relationship is strong. 
The frnal study was a non-experimental examination of the distinction between 
general forgiveness and forgiveness of one's spouse. Karremans et al. (2003) studied 119 
couples fi-om the community; the mean number of years of marriage for these couples 
was 10 years and 3 months. The mean age of males was 36.38 years, and the mean age of 
females is 33.69 years. Again, this looked at how commitment affects levels of 
forgiveness; it was found that specific partner-forgiveness was positively associated with 
well-being. This finding supports the idea that beneficial effects of forgiveness are 
relationship specific. 
Fincham, Paleari, and Regalia (2002) examined the role of relationship quality, 
attributions and empathy in marital forgiveness. They predicted that positive marital 
quality would be related to benign attributions, and that these attributions would 
willingness to forgive by decreasing negative affective reactions and increasing empathy. 
Participants were 128 married Italian couples participating in a larger study with their 
adolescent child. Measures were given that assessed marital quality, attributions, 
emotions and forgiveness after negative spouse behavior, relationship attributions, 
negative affective reactions, and forgiveness. 
Structural equation modeling of the data indicated that forgiveness was a result of 
a "causal sequence in which positive relationship quality determined causal and 
responsibility attributions, which in turn promoted forgiveness both directly and 
indirectly via affective reactions and emotional empathyy7 (Fincham, Paleari, & Regalia, 
2002, p. 340). Differences were found in the model for gender so that wives' had stronger 
direct effects of attributions on forgiveness. The direct effects of empathy on forgiveness 
were stronger for husbands, suggesting that empathic behavior in men has a greater 
impact on willingness to forgive partners. 
Friesen, Fletcher, and Overall (2005) assessed forgiveness in intimate 
relationships by examining couples' recollections and perceptions of transgressions. 
Participants included 39 couples recruited from students in a New Zealand university; 18 
of these couples were dating, 14 were cohabitating, and 7 were married. Measures were 
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given that assessed the time frame, negativity, and seriousness of the offense, attributions 
of blame, forgiveness, and relationship quality; structural equation modeling was used to 
analyze the data. The researchers differentiated between internal and expressed 
forgiveness, finding that higher levels of expressed forgiveness were only associated with 
satisfjilng relationships. Men and women who had higher levels of expressed forgiveness 
seemed to have a negative attribution style, seeing their partner as less forgiving than 
they actually were. The results of this study support the idea that relationship quality and 
attribution predict internal forgiveness. 
Kachadourian, Fincham, and Davila (2005) examined ambivalence, rumination, 
and forgiveness of transgressions with marriage relationship, predicting that there would 
be an interaction between rumination and ambivalence. The authors thought that 
ambivalence would serve as a priming influence in forgiveness, so that rumination and 
transgressions would prime negative attributions and lead an individual to be less likely 
to forgive. Measures of attitudinal ambivalence, marital satisfaction, rumination, 
transgression severity, forgiveness, and depressive symptoms were given to 87 married 
couples who were also participating in a study with their adolescent child. Results 
indicate that rumination about transgressions affected the relationship between the degree 
of ambivalence and decreased forgiveness. People who are ambivalent have decreased 
forgiveness, suggesting that they have been primed towards the negative components of 
ambivalence. When runlination was not present, there was no relationship between 
ambivalence and forgiveness. This s l d y  shows that ruminating about an event has a 
significant effect on forgiveness. 
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The relationships between forgiveness and aggression and communication were 
examined by Fincharn and Beach (2002). It was hypothesized that a marriage partner's 
forgiveness of transgressions would be negatively related to the other partner's 
aggression. In two studies, positive (approach) and negative (avoid) dimensions of 
forgiveness in married couples were examined to determine how they influence 
aggression and cornniunication. Study 1 gave measures of aggression, forgiveness, and 
marital satisfaction to 44 married couples recruited Erom wedding registries in Wales. 
Analyzing the data using regression analysis, the researchers found that husbands' 
willingness to forgive predicted their partners' aggression so that forgiving men had less 
aggressive wives. Conversely, when wives reported retaliation, husbands increased in 
aggression. For both partners, aggression was negatively related to satisfaction within the 
relationship. 
Study 2 asked 66 British married couples their responses to partner transgressions. 
Measures were given that assess aggression, forgiveness communication, and marital 
satisfaction. It was hypothesized that both partners' forgiveness dimensions would 
predict aggression; additionally, positive dimensions of forgiveness would predict 
behaviors that directly confront issues within the relationship. Results of this study 
support these hypotheses. The authors conclude that unforgiveness strongly predicts 
partner aggression; the less someone feels unforgiveness towards their partner, the less 
likely that partner is to be aggressive within the relationship. Unforgiveness seems to be 
important in understanding aggression, whereas the positive dimension of forgiveness is 
important in understanding constructive engagement in the relationship. 
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McCullough, Fincham, and Tsang (2003) propose a model of forgiveness that 
differentiates between three types of forgiveness. Forbenmrrce is the initial suppression 
of negative motivations after a transgression. For instance, one person might respond to a 
betrayal with much revenge motivation. A second person might respond with far less 
revenge motivation. The second person would be considered to have high forbearance. 
Trend forgiveness is a longitudinal change in avoidance and revenge motivations over 
time. Tenlyormy forgiveness, which is conceptualized as reversible prosocial changes, 
depends on daily fluctuations in unforgiving motivations. For example, a person high in 
forbearance and high in trend forgiveness might still fluctuate from day to day. Three 
issues related to how forgiveness proceeds over time were examined by McCullough et 
al. Forbearance and trend forgiveness were estimated using the trajectory of revenge and 
avoidance motivations; reductions in avoidance and revenge, and increases in 
benevolence were expected over time. The second issue investigated was the relationship 
between empathy and attributions of responsibility and how it affects temporary 
forgiveness based on forbearance and trend forgiveness. The third issue examined was 
whether transgression severity, empathy, and attributions had an effect on forbearance 
and trend forgiveness. 
The first study used measures assessing avoidance and revenge motivations, 
benevolence, forgiveness (single item), perceived transgression severity, empathy, and 
attributions of responsibility. Participants were 73 undergraduates who had experienced 
an interpersonal hurt; participants filled out the measures once a week for four weeks. 
Most of these hurts had been committed by a partner in a dating relationship. Results 
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indicated that over time, people had a decrease in avoidance and revenge motivations; 
there was no significant increase in benevolent motivations, however. Temporary 
forgiveness (i.e., daily fluctuation) was associated with temporary increases in empathy 
and decreases in attributions of responsibility. One surprise in the results was that people 
who had initial high levels of responsibility attributions (believed their transgressors to 
have a high degree responsibility for the transgression) tended to forgive more that those 
people that did not attribute a lot of responsibility to the transgressor. The authors suggest 
that individuals who view transgressors as responsible for hurts are able to "engage in 
active attempts to rid themselves of unpleasant negative feelings and motivations 
regarding the transgressor" (McCullough et al., 2003). 
The second study used 69 female and 20 male undergraduates who had occurred a 
hurt within the past seven days. They were given measures assessing avoidance and 
revenge motivations, initial transgression severity, empathy, and responsibility 
attributions. Participants completed these measures within seven days of the 
transgression, and then about once every two weeks for an additional eight weeks. As in 
the first study, avoidance and revenge motivations decreased over time and benevolence 
did not increase. Forbearance of the transgressions and trend forgiveness explained much 
of the avoidance and revenge motivations in participants. Additionally, "initial levels of 
transgression severity, empathy, and intentionality attribution were associated with the 
extent to which participants forbore the transgressions" ('McCullough et al., 2003, p. 
553). Mild transgressions and experiencing empathy might result in lower negative 
motivations (i.e. revenge and avoidance) which can facilitate forbearance. 
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Berry and Worthington (200 1) conducted a study with 19 male and 20 female 
undergraduates who were classified as either happy or unhappy in close romantic 
relationships. The authors examined the relationships among personality traits associated 
with forgiveness and unforgiveness, quality of interpersonal relationships, hormonal 
stress reactivity, and mental and physical health expecting that ( I )  unhappy relationships 
would be linked to physical stress through an elevated stress response, (2) lower basal 
cortisol (a stress hormone) and personality traits reflecting a tendency to  forgive would 
predict positive health status, and (3) personality would both correlate with relationship 
quality and would have an indirect effect on cortisol reactivity when imagining 
relationship events. 
Participants were given measures assessing trait anger, trait unforgiveness and 
forgiveness, attitudes about relationship partners, adjustment in romantic relationships, 
ability to imagine scenarios, and physical and mental health. Additionally, saliva samples 
were collected before and aRer imagining scenarios. Baseline cortisol rates of the 
unhappy and happy relationship groups were the same. Results of this study indicate that 
reflecting on unhappy relationships increases cortisol production, suggesting that these 
relationships are associated with stress and poor physiological health. Trait anger and 
dispositional forgivingness were two personality traits that predicted the quality of 
relationships. The authors suggest that personality affects cortisol reactivity indirectly 
through its effect on relationship quality, and possibly directly as well (Berry & 
Worthington, 200 1). Overall, this study advises that tendencies to forgive or not forgive 
might be related to relationship quality and physical and mental health. 
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Sandage, Worthington, Hight, and Berry (2000) examined the role of personality 
variables, like narcissism and self-monitoring, and developmental reasoning about 
forgiveness on the seeking of forgiveness for transgressions against a relationship partner 
(i.e. friend, parent, dating partner, etc). Participants were 232 mostly female 
undergraduates who had experienced trouble in a relationship within the past year. 
Measures were given to assess the perceived severity of the transgression, level of 
seeking forgiveness, religiosity, developmental level of reasoning about forgiveness 
(single item), narcissism, and self-monitoring. 
Religiosity might have affected behavior in seeking of forgiveness, and so this 
was accounted for as a possible confound; additionally, age and developmental reasoning 
about forgiveness were also thought of as possible confounds, so these, too, were 
accounted for. Results suggest that narcissistic tendencies like self-absorption, low 
empathy, and feelings of entitlement predicted the lack of seeking forgiveness; empathy 
seems to be the important factor in these findings, as empathy is significant in granting 
forgiveness. 
Wade and Worthington (2003) explored predictors of forgiveness and 
unforgiveness for specific offenses, theorizing that there are different ways to deal 
effectively with transgressions other than forgiveness. Specifically, they thought that (1) 
forgivingness and religious commitment would not predict unforgiveness, (2) that 
contextual variables like transgression severity, relationship closeness prior to the 
transgression, and intensity of the initial emotional reaction would predict unforgiveness, 
and (3) that the degree to which a person has already tried to forgive would predict 
unforgiveness and forgiveness. 
Using 91 undergraduates who had tried previously to forgive a particular offense 
but had failed, the authors measured avoidance and revenge motivations, forgiveness 
(single item), religious commitment, trait forgiveness, relational closeness, perceived 
severity of the offense, emotional reaction to the transgression, perceived contrition of the 
offender, empathy, and the use of forgiveness as a strategy to reduce unforgiveness 
(single item). Results of the study indicated that people could reduce their unforgiving 
motivations, while experiencing no forgiveness at the same time. Additionally, people 
who reported forgiveness also reported unforgiveness, suggesting that (as might be 
expected) forgiving reduces unforgiveiness, yet there are many other ways to reduce 
unforgiveness. Contextual variables did not predict either forgiveness or unforgiveness; 
however, perceptions of regret and remorse, and feelings of empathy for the offender did 
influence forgiveness and unforgiveness. These perceptions both decreased motivations 
for unforgiveness and increased feelings of forgiveness. Patterns of predictors of 
unforgiveness and forgiveness differed, although religious commitment did not influence 
either pattern; the authors conclude that individuals higher in trait forgiveness are more 
likely to use forgiveness as a means to decreasing motivations of unforgiveness, whereas 
people who are lower in trait forgiveness use other strategies to reduce their 
unforgiveness. This suggests that even in situations where forgiving a transgression might 
place an individual in a hurtful or vulnerable position, there are ways to reduce the 
negative effects of unforgiveness. 
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Kearns and Fincham (2004) conducted five studies to examine the prototype of 
forgiveness. The authors theorized that in order to better design studies or interventions 
that capture the meaning of forgiveness to laypeople (who are not scholars of 
forgiveness), researchers should establish a definition of forgiveness based on the 
subjects' understanding of the concept. In Study 1, prototypic features of forgiveness 
were compiled with 105 male and 103 female undergraduates. Participants listed all the 
attributes of forgiveness that they could think of and then rated their negativity or 
positivity. Out of 477 total attributes, a final list of 78 features of forgiveness was made. 
There were several features that were listed frequently, such as understanding, forgetting 
the incident, or relief Verbal expression of forgiveness was listed by less than 4% of the 
participants. Expectant features (features that were expected to be listed by the 
undergraduates) were also listed, such as forgiveness contributing to a reconciliation of 
the relationship. These results indicated that "there are neither necessary nor sufficient 
features, as one would expect to find in a cIassical definition of a concept" (Kearns & 
Fincham, 2004; p. 842). 
The second study gathered information about the centrality of the 78 features 
collected in the first study. Undergraduates (96 male and 4 1 female) undergraduates rated 
how well the 78 features characterized the experience of forgiveness on a scale from I 
(extremely poor feature of forgiveness) to 8 (extremely good feature of forgiveness). The 
results indicated that some features are more prototypical of forgiveness than are others. 
Positive features are more representative of forgiveness than are negative features. 
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Study 3 investigated the recall of central forgiveness features that were presented 
during an acquisition phase and the recognition of central features that were not 
presented. Participants were 19 male and 28 female undergraduates that were presented 
with two different lists of 10 central and 10 peripheral forgiveness features and then 
asked to recall those features after engaging in an interference task. Afterwards, 
participants were given a list of all 40 features and asked to indicate which features they 
had seen previously. The authors found that centrality did not affect recall, as not many 
features could be recalled. The centrality of a feature did not influence the chance that it 
would be recalled, because there were so few features, central or peripheral, that were 
able to be recalled at all after an interference task. Results indicate that forgiveness is 
prototypically organized because participants both correctly and incorrectly recognized 
more central features of forgiveness than peripheral features. 
Study 4 used a forgiveness narrative rather than a list of statements to examine 
recall and recognition of forgiveness features. Undergraduates (71 male and 52 female) 
read a narrative depicting a transgression that incorporated twelve central and peripheral 
forgiveness features. After participating in an interference task, participants were asked to 
rewrite the narrative as they remembered it; they were then were given a list of 24 central 
and peripheral forgiveness features (including the 12 originally presented) and asked to 
indicate which events had occurred in the narrative. More central features were 
recognized than were peripheral; additionally, participants incorrectly recognized more 
central features that had not been presented. Results of this study indicated that centrality 
of the features affected they way participants thought about forgiveness. Both this study 
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and the previous one indicated that central features are more salient when conceptualizing 
forgiveness, although this relationship is only usefbl in recognizing forgiveness. 
The final study examined how feature-centrality affects evaluations of 
transgressions. The authors hypothesized that victims in vignettes portraying more central 
than peripheral features would be perceived as more forgiving. Undergraduates (48 male 
and 45 female) read three different hypothesized vignettes and then rated how forgiving 
and vengefil the victim was. Results of this study supported the hypothesis, suggesting 
that people are more likely to use central features when attempting to gauge levels of 
forgiveness in transgression situations (Kearns & Fincham, 2004). 
The authors conclude that researchers and laypeople use some of the same 
features when conceptualizing forgiveness; one core feature is decreased negativity 
towards an offender. Laypeople view forgiveness as a construct that includes cognitive, 
affective, and behavioral components. Some differences from researchers' 
conceptualization of forgiveness listed by laypeople include the condoning or excusing of 
a transgression, forgetting a transgression happened, and viewing reconciliation as an 
important part of the forgiveness process. Participants also felt that forgiveness has some 
negative features, as well; feelings of weakness, giving permission to be hurt again, and 
swallowing pride were among those negative features. This prototype of forgiveness, 
including the positive and negative features, is important in understanding how laypeople 
might view and experience forgiveness. This knowledge should inform future studies and 
interventions aimed at helping people forgive. 
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This section presented scientific research on forgiveness and other relationship 
elements that affect it. Relationship level variables, such as satisfaction, commitment, and 
closeness, empathy for one's partner, attributions of responsibility, and relationship 
quality are related to forgiveness; these might also play a part in attachment styles. 
Specifically, empathy, closeness, commitment, and attributions of responsibility seem 
especially important to attachment in romantic relationships. To expand this research, 
interventions focus on helping people forgive. 
Review of the Xheoretical and Einpirical Literature on Forgive~ress Irrterventioris 
Two brief one-hour psychoeducational interventions were compared by 
McCullough and Worthington (1 995). These two interventions had the same goal, to 
increase forgiveness, but used different motivations to do so; 86 undergraduates (76% 
female) were assigned to either the self-enhancement intervention, which justified 
forgiveness in order to reduce the negative personal consequences of unforgiveness, or 
the interpersonal intervention, which justified forgiveness in order to restore interpersonal 
relationships. Participants were given measures asking about the offences, and a measure 
that assessed forgiveness for the offender; they then took part in the brief group 
interventions. Participants again were assessed with the forgiveness measure right after 
the intervention and again six weeks following the intervention. 
McCullough and Worthington (1995) found data supporting the idea that 
interventions designed to increase forgiveness actually do. Additionally, components of 
the interventions that were most effective were encouraging empathy for the offender, 
promoting change in one's perspective about having been hurt, promoting exploration of 
one's own need for forgiveness, and distinguishing reconciliation from forgiveness 
(McCullough & Worthington, 1995). Although both groups were more effective at 
increasing forgiveness than was the control group, the self-enhancement group was more 
successhl at reducing feelings of revenge, increasing affirming thoughts regarding the 
offense, and increasing conciliatory thoughts and behaviors. The authors suggest that this 
might be due to the positive effects of the group discussion about "letting go" of hurts. 
Worthington et al. (2000) conducted three studies to replicate the brief 
forgiveness interventions created by McCullough and Worthington (1995) and extend 
their findings. In Study 1, 96 undergraduates participated in the two one-hour groups 
(self-enhancement and interpersonal) designed to include cognitive and behavioral 
strategies for encouraging forgiveness, group discussion about the hurts, and difficulties 
in forgiving. The authors hypothesized that participants with high or low religious 
commitment would respond to the interventions differently based on believing their 
group leader was Christian or not. Participants were given the sanie measures as in 
McCullough and Worthington (l995), an item asking about the offense the participant 
wanted to forgive, and a measure assessing forgiveness. The brief one-hour interventions 
produced a modest amount of forgiveness. There was a difference based on religious 
commitment; when group leaders were thought to be Christian or no label was given to 
them at all, Christian and non-Christian participants forgave equally. However, when the 
group leader was thought to be non-Christian, Christian participants forgave more. 
In Study 2, the authors extended McCullough and Worthington's (1995) research 
by adding ten-minute videotapes for the participants to watch before the two-hour 
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interventions. One video asked the participants to think through the logic of the empathy- 
based workshops; this was predicted to  have a priming effect on increasing change within 
the participants. The second video helped participants to develop realistic expectations 
about their experiences within the group intervention setting; this was expected to predict 
thought about what to change and how to change. Both videos were expected to increase 
forgiveness as compared to groups that did not watch the videos prior to taking par tin the 
interventions. Sixty-four undergraduates were given questions asking about the offense 
they wished to forgive; measures assessing readiness to change, unforgiveness, empathy, 
and a single item assessing forgiveness were also given to the participants. This study 
replicated findings from the previous study; participating in the workshops was found to 
promote forgiveness. However, the video plus interventions had little effect on readiness 
to change or forgiveness as compared to those participants that had only the 
interventions. The workshops did not reduce unforgiveness as compared to the control 
group. 
The third study examined the Commitment step of the REACH model described 
below in addition to the brief two-hour interventions described above (McCullough & 
Worthiigton, 1995; McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997). Participants in this 
group were to read aloud a letter stating that they had committed to forgiving an offender. 
Participants were 78 female and 28 males undergraduates who completed the offense 
item, the single item of forgiveness, and measures assessing unforgiveness, empathy, and 
self-conscious affect (guilt, shame-proneness, externalization, detachment unconcern, and 
pride in self and behavior). 
76 
The two-hour interventions promoted forgiveness among participants who 
participated in them; however, the letter by itself did not have an effect on forgiveness. 
The authors suggest that this is due to the lack of cognitive dissonance usually created by 
going through the entire REACH model; the participants who only read aloud a letter 
were missing the actual motivation to forgive that is reflected in the full model. 
Worthington et al. (2000) conclude that substantial time has to be spent in forgiveness 
interventions for them to be effective; this allows participants to think through 
forgiveness and experience the emotions that go along with it. 
Worthirrgtorr 's Model to REACH Forgiverress 
1)escr.zptiorr. In two studies, McCullough, Worthington, and Rachal (1 997) 
developed a five-step intervention designed to promote forgiveness through empathy. 
The first study examined the influence of empathy in the relationship between apology 
and forgiving and whether forgiving leads to increased conciliatory behavior and 
decreased avoidance behavior. Participants were 13 1 female and 108 male 
undergraduates who responded to offense-related questions about who had hurt them, and 
the degree of hurt. Measures given to them assessed affective empathy, forgiveness, 
conciliatory behavior, and avoidance behavior. Based on the data that resulted, the 
authors developed distinct measures of empathy and forgiving. Structural equation 
modeling produced a model of forgiving that works as an "empathy-motivated set of 
motivational changes for an offending relationship partner," leading to greater prosocial 
behavior towards the offender (McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997). 
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Study 2 compared the results of an empathy-focused forgiveness intervention with 
the efficacy of a non-empathy-fbcused forgiveness intervention; a waiting list treatment 
control group was also used. Using 134 predominately female (80%) undergraduates, the 
researchers designed both interventions to be eight to nine hour seminars that conveyed 
the same information except for the focus on empathy. The participants wrote down the 
offense that they wished to forgive. Approximately one-third of the participants were in 
dating relationships and wanted to forgive their partner for a transgression. 
The eight-hour intervention was conducted over a weekend, with two to three 
hours on a Friday night, and the remaining hours finished on Saturday. The first three 
hours are used for building rapport and discussing past hurts with the participants. During 
the fourth hour, group leaders summarize the model of forgiving; the five steps make up 
the acronym REACH. Participants are to Recall the hurt, Empathize with the offender, 
offer an Altruistic gift of forgiveness, Commit publicly to forgiveness, and finally, 
participants are to Hold onto the forgiveness. 
The fifth hour is made up of written and verbal exercises designed to promote 
empathy with the offender. Participants are encouraged to infer about the offender's life 
situation before and during the offense, and recall a time in their own life when they 
needed to be forgiven. Hour six is used for discussing the attribution error and developing 
attributions for the offenders that might expIain their behavior. In hour seven, participants 
consider the offender's state of need and their well-being. During hour eight, ways to 
maintain and hold onto forgiveness are taught. Leaders direct a discussion on the 
differences between forgiving, repentance, and reconciliation. The point of this 
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discussion is to understand that ultimately, forgiveness corlcems the experierlcesfor+ the 
pmticiyarits. Whereas the relationship may benefit from a person's forgiveness of the 
dyadic partner, the relational aspects are considered part of reconciliation, not forgiving. 
Although both interventions were found to be effective in promoting forgiveness, 
the empathy-focused intervention produced greater changes in forgiveness. McCullough, 
Worthington, and Rachal's (1997) study was shown to be beneficial to the participants, 
even if they chose not to reconcile with their offender. Teaching empathy to people opens 
doors to new relationship behaviors. When people forgive, they are likely to pursue 
healthy relationship behaviors, which are related to secure attachment. This connection is 
important because empathy has already been shown to have been linked to attachment 
through romantic love (Fraley & Shaver, 2000). 
Interventions to increase forgiveness work through the element of empathy. This 
was the most important element in interventions studies. The REACH model is effective 
in promoting forgiveness for others, and this could be very beneficial in examining 
tendencies to forgive in people with negative or positive models of others. What seems to 
be missing, however, are interventions addressing forgiving the self; interventions like 
these could focus on working models of self that people have. 
S~ivnmcny ofP~ychoedrdcational Grorly Irjtewentions to Promote Forgiveness in 
Ir~dividzdals 
Wade, Worthington, and Meyer (2005) conducted a meta-analysis of group 
interventions that were designed to promote forgiveness. They examined a total of 27 
studies that described 49 forgiveness interventions. The most popular measures of 
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forgiveness were the Enright Forgiveness Inventory (EFI; Subkoviak et al., 1995) and the 
Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Inventory (TRIM; McCullough et al., 
1998). The EFI is a 60-item self-report questionnaire. Items are rated on 6-point Likert 
scales. Scores range from 60 to 360, with higher scores indicating more forgiveness. The 
TRIM is a 12-item self-report questionnaire. Items are rated on 5-point Likert scales. 
Scores range from 12 to 60, with higher scores indicating more 1,irrforgiving motivations 
(i.e. less forgiveness). 
Other measures used in the group forgiveness interventions studied were the Rye 
Forgiveness Scale (RFS; Rye et al., 200 I), the Wade Forgiveness Scale (WFS; Wade, 
1989) and a proxy measure taken from the Estrangement subscale of the Interpersonal 
Distance Scale (IDS; Luskin & Thoresen, 1998). The RFS is a 15-item, 5-point Likert 
scale self-report questionnaire. Scores range from 15 to 75, with higher scores indicating 
more forgiveness. The WFS is an 83-item, 5-point Likert scale self-report measure. The 
WFS has nine subscales with total scores ranging from 83 to 415, with higher scores 
indicating more forgiveness. The IDS was hypothesized to measure forgiveness that 
would be associated with interpersonal outcomes such as reconnecting with offenders. 
Lower scores of estrangement indicate more forgiveness. 
Wade et al. (2005) examined two effect sizes for each intervention group. The 
first effect was a between-group measure comparing the differences in the means of the 
outcome measure at post-intervention between the treatment group and its associated 
control group. The second effect size was a within-groups effect size comparing the pre- 
intervention score with the post-intervention score for the treatment and control groups. 
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The group studies using Enright's forgiveness measures used a 17-step model of 
forgiveness for interventions in 10 separate studies looking at elderly women and college 
students who thought that their parents were emotionally neglectful. These interventions 
were given either partially or in their fill version. The fhll 17-step model showed more 
forgiveness than control groups receiving no intervention. This 17-step model was 
expanded to a 2 1-step model applied to a more diverse adult population, including clergy, 
adult children of alcoholics, patients in a drug rehabilitation center, and male veterans 
with heart problems. These studies reported more forgiveness in the groups that received 
forgiveness interventions. Another study comparing the 2 1 -step model with an adapted 
spiritual intervention found more forgiveness in the spiritual group. Adolescents have 
also been the focus of Enright's forgiveness interventions; the results have been mixed. 
Worthington's group studies use the Pyramid Model to REACH Forgiveness 
described earlier. Four studies that investigated the full REACH model found moderate to 
strong effects for overcoming forgiveness compared to groups that received no treatment. 
Three studies were examined that compared REACH with other interventions. One of 
these found that REACH was more effective than deciding to forgive; two others found 
no effect for REACH when compared to groups that received communication-based 
interventions and a combination of forgiveness components. Additionally, five studies 
(McCullough & Worthington, 1995; Sandage, 1997; Worthington, Kurusu et al., 2000) 
looked at using only the first three steps of the REACH model and found modest effect 
sizes, suggesting that the fuII REACH model is more effective in increasing forgiveness. 
Rye and Pargament (2002) looked at the differences in efficacy of a secular 
versus a religiously integrated forgiveness intervention (using religious concepts and 
terminology to describe forgiveness). Rye's approach was unique in that it investigated 
religiously tailored groups, focused on failed relationships, and worked towards self- 
forgiveness. This approach also incorporated relaxation and was longer on average than 
the other intervention programs. They found that both of their treatment groups resulted 
in more forgiveness than did a waitlist control group. After Rye and his colleagues (2004) 
extended their initial intervention from 9 hours to 12 hours in examining divorced 
individuals, they found that the treatment groups again had a significant increase in 
forgiveness for their ex-spouses when compared to the control group. 
Two intervention studies conducted by Luskin and his colleagues compared 
forgiveness interventions that included instruction and practice in relaxation, meditation, 
and guided imagery and drew from cognitive behavioral and rational emotive therapy 
techniques with no-treatment control groups (Luskin & Thoresen, 1998; Luskin et d., 
2001). Although there was no significant effect for the intervention found in the first 
study (Luskin & Thoresen, 1998), there was a significant effect for the forgiveness 
intervention producing more forgiveness when the sample size was increased in the 
second study (Luskin et al., 2001). Luskin and Bland (2000,2001) conducted two other 
unpublished studies using forgiveness interventions for participants from Northern 
Ireland that had experienced the murder of someone close to them. These 15-hour 
interventions conducted in California yielded mixed results; the first study found 
significant increases in forgiveness, whereas the second study did not. 
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Humphrey (1999) also incorporated the use of meditation and relaxation to help 
people deal with interpersonal injuries in his study of nine participants. This intervention 
was implemented through approximately 18 hours of audiotape and three one-hour group 
sessions. There was no significant difference in forgiveness found between the treatment 
group and the waitlist control group, although this might be due to the small sample size. 
Wade, Worthington, and Meyer's (2005) meta-analysis of forgiveness 
interventions in group settings found that interventions are, indeed, effective in 
promoting forgiveness among individuals. Furthermore, they found that full interventions 
are the most effective when compared to partial or nonexistent forgiveness treatment. 
These data suggests that full interventions, specifically the REACH model of forgiveness, 
will be usehl in group settings. 
The content of forgiveness interventions was examined by Wade and Worthington 
(in press). In order to assess what the most popular clinical and empirical methods for 
promoting forgiveness in group interventions are, they surveyed the methods, techniques, 
and rationales for twelve studies listed in the Wade, Worthington, and Meyer (2005) 
meta-analysis, chief among these interventions conducted by Enright's group and 
Worthington's group. The authors conceptuaIized interventions as having several core 
components: defining forgiveness, recalling the hurt, building empathy, acknowledging 
one's own offenses, committing to forgiveness, and overcoming unforgiveness. 
Based on the their analysis, forgiveness interventions that were effective devoted 
time to defining forgiveness and to helping participants understand a definition that will 
lead to healing rather than hrther victimization (Wade & Worthington, in press). A11 
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interventions paid attention to recalling the hurt; one of these, however, did not mention it 
in the intervention, but based participation in the study on the common hurt of parental 
love deprivation. This attention to recalling offenses suggests the importance of 
challenging participants to remember specific instances of hurt. All of the interventions 
reviewed helped victims feel empathy towards offenders, although the types of empathy 
being encouraged were not clear. Empathy could be conceptuaIized as a cognitive 
perspective or emotional identification (Wade & Worthington, in press). 
Acknowledging one's own offenses seemed to be an important part of the 
forgiveness process in all the interventions, although this, too, was not identical in all of 
them; there was a broad range in how participants were encouraged to think about their 
own offenses. Wade and Worthington-(in press) point out that this component has the 
possibility of further alienating or re-victimizing the participants, so care must be taken to 
avoid this harm. They suggest that intervention leaders can try supporting the individuals 
through an adequate recounting of the offense to be forgiven, handling discussion about 
the individuals' past offenses in a nonjudgmental manner, and avoiding connections 
between the individuals' past offenses and the offense suffered that would imply blame 
causation, or justified retribution (Wade & Worthington, in press). 
All the interventions encouraged participants to commit to the forgiveness in 
some way, although this differed between Enright's and Worthington's groups. Enright's 
groups have participants make the commitment from the beginning, whereas 
Worthington7s groups take participants through exercises intended to facilitate 
forgiveness and then encourage them to make some sort of public commitment, whether 
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it is through a letter to oneself or other ways (Wade & Worthington, in press). Some 
interventions also use strategies for overcoming unforgiveness, including helping 
participants control their anger, rumination, or desire for revenge and avoidance. These 
strategies are mostly discussion based. The authors conclude that forgiveness is a 
complex process involving emotional, cognitive, and behavioral changes that take time 
and effort. 
Wade, Worthington, and Meyer (2005) reiterate findings that interventions 
promoting forgiveness do help people forgive transgressions and transgressors. The most 
important factor in these interventions was time spent learning about the process; longer 
interventions were more successfUl in helping to promote forgiveness in individuals. 
Additionally, most forgiveness interventions reflect several core components: defining 
forgiveness, recalling the hurt, building empathy, acknowledging one's own offenses, 
committing to the forgiveness, and overcoming unforgiveness, as in the REACH model. 
Review ofIritewentioris to Pronzote Forgiverless in Coilyles 
Interventions to promote positive relationships have been shown to reduce marital 
stress and give couples the tools that they need in order to respond to difficult situations. 
Forgiveness within relationships is an important skill because of the many transgressions 
that are likely to occur in such an intimate relationship. Ripley and Worthington (2002) 
compared the same intervention groups, hypothesizing that ( I )  both the Hope-focused 
and empathy-centered forgiveness-based marital enrichment interventions would report 
increased dyadic satisfaction; (2) the Hope-focused intervention would report increased 
communication, since that is a goal of the intervention; and (3) the empathy-centered 
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forgiveness-based marital enrichment intervention would promote more forgiveness of a 
pre-identified hurt. Sixteen couples were in each of the three groups (Hope, empathy- 
centered forgiveness-based marital enrichment, and wait list control); the six-hour 
interventions took place over two days. Measures assessing marital satisfaction, martial 
communication, communication behaviors, forgiveness, and relationship elements were 
given before, directly following, and three weeks after the intervention to 43 married 
couples from the Richmond, VA area. Results indicated that the Hope-focused 
intervention was very effective at enhancing interactions between the couples, although 
the empathy-centered forgiveness-based marital enrichment intervention was not. Neither 
intervention produced changes in marital quality, communication, or forgiveness. 
More recently, Burchard et al. -(2003) conducted a pilot study based on a redesign 
of the Ripley and wortlington (2002) method. They compared two marital enrichment 
interventions on the resulting quality of life within married couples. The Hope-focused 
interventions focus on instilling hope in the marriage through teaching the importance of 
having faith in one's partner, a willingness to work toward a goal of improving the 
marriage, and encouraging love for the partner as expressed by valuing ones' spouse 
(Burchard et al., 2003). The second program, named FREE after Forgiveness and 
Reconciliation through Experiencing Empathy, focuses on teaching the importance of 
forgiveness within relationships. The intervention teaches couples to practice forgiving 
one another, utilizing empathy; additionally, the couples are taught about reconciliation 
and how to value each other. 
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It was predicted that individuals with a higher disposition to forgive would score 
higher on measures of quality of life; religious commitment would be associated with 
quality of life; participating in the two interventions would increase quality of life; and 
the FREE intervention would produce higher quality of life. Twenty newlywed couples 
(married for seven months or less) participated in the study and were assigned to either a 
control no-treatment group or to one of the two marital interventions. Before and after the 
interventions, participants were given measures that assess quality of life, trait 
forgiveness, and religious commitment. Data were analyzed with analysis of variance and 
covariance. 
Although the sample was very small, a relationship was found between 
disposition to forgive (forgivingness) and quality of life. No association was found 
between religious commitment and quality of life, although this might have been due to 
the sample size. Both treatment groups reported increases in quality of life, suggesting 
that marital interventions wouId be extremely valuable for all newlyweds trying to 
navigate their way through unfamiliar territory. Both treatments effectively improved 
quality of life, and no difference was found between them. As this was antithetical to 
what the researchers were expecting, they suggest that the study be replicated with a 
larger sample, and that the couples be followed for a longer period of time. 
These studies found small effects for interventions in married couples, but they 
are promising. If more research is done in this area, incorporating working models of self 
and of others might illuminate how different people react to forgiveness interventions. 
Because these intelventions all focus on forgiving others for transgressions, people that 
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have negative models of others might not be affected by these interventions. Similarly, iE 
someone has a negative model of self, this could affect their tendency to forgive. More 
research is needed that looks at how attachment dimensions play into the experience of 
forgiveness. 
Pmallels between Forgiveness mid Attachment 
As there is a dearth of literature directly examining attachment and forgiveness, 
this section is especially scant. However, Kachadourian, Finchani, and Davila (2004) 
make a relevant contribution in their examination of forgiveness and attachment models 
of self and other in dating and marital relationships. The authors posit that people with 
more positive models of others may be more forgiving because they are likely to make 
more benign attributions about partner behavior and to behave in ways that foster andlor 
maintain closeness and intimacy (Kachadourian, Finchani, & Davila, 2004). Those with 
positive models of both self and others may be the most likely to forgive because they are 
the most likely to make benign attributions for others' behaviors. Conversely, individuals 
with negative models of others may be less likely to forgive because view a transgression 
as more evidence that the partner is unavailable and untrustworthy (Kachadourian at al., 
2004). 
The authors feel that the role of model of self is less clear than model of other; 
those with a negative model of self might be likely to forgive because of a fear of 
abandonment than are those with a positive model of self; this would maintain attachment 
anxiety and the relationship. However, these people might also be prone to anger and 
hostility, which would inhibit forgiveness. It seems important here to understand 
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motivations to forgive. Individuals with a positive model of self might be likely to 
forgive because they are not threatened by a transgression. Their self-worth is high and 
they do not expect partners to abandon them; here, again, motivation to forgive seems 
important to understand. 
In Study 1, 130 female and 54 male undergraduates who had been in a dating 
relationship for at least four months were given the TRIM to assess their tendency to 
forgive, and measures of at tachent  and relationship satisfaction. Structural equation 
modeling was used to analyze the data; results indicated that only securely attached 
participants (positive models of self and others) were more likely to forgive partners for 
committing transgressions than the other three less securely attached combinations (e.g., 
preoccupied, dismissing, or fearful; see Figure 1). This greater tendency to forgive was 
also related to relationship satisfaction. Models of self and others independently predicted 
relationship satisfaction. This tendency was not found to mediate the relationship 
between models of self and relationship satisfaction; however, tendency to  forgive was 
found to partially link model of others and relationship satisfaction. 
The second study examined the same hypotheses among 96 married couples 
recruited through a local Buffalo, New York middle school. Each member of the couples 
completed the TRIM, and measures assessing attachment and marital adjustment. As in 
the first study, structural equation modeling was used to analyze the results. Results 
indicated ,that there was a gender difference in married couples in the tendency to forgive. 
Husbands' models of self and others independently predicted forgiveness; those with 
positive models of both were more likely to forgive. Wives' models of self and others 
interacted to predict forgiveness; positive model of self and others was related to 
increased forgiveness. Wives with negative models were neither more nor less likely to 
forgive others for transgressions; having a negative model did not predict a relationship 
between model of others and forgiveness. Only the most secure wives were likely to 
forgive their partners of transgressions. 
Models of self and others independently predicted relationship satisfaction, as in 
the first study. Additionally, greater forgiveness was related to marital satisfaction. 
Forgiveness partially mediated the relationship between model of others and satisfaction 
for husbands; this relationship was not found for wives, however forgiveness partially 
mediated .the relationship between model of self and relationship satisfaction for both 
husbands and wives. There was no association found between husbands' and wives' 
tendency to forgive, suggesting that this is unrelated to relationship quality. In addition, 
wives' forgiveness was related to  severity of transgressions; whereas, husbands' 
forgiveness was related to severe transgressions only. Hurts that were rated as less severe 
did not predict likelihood of husbands to forgive those hurts. This could be due to 
husband's minimizations of transgressions so that they feel that they are not 
transgressions to be forgiven at all. 
The authors conclude by stating that empathy might have something to do with 
models of self and others; those with positive models might be more empathic. This 
could explain the relationship between models of self and others and tendency to forgive. 
For both dating and married couples, forgiveness mediated (at least partially) models of 
others and satisfaction with relationships (although differently for men and women), 
suggesting that forgiveness is important in romantic relationships. 
Tentative Concl~lsions~om Reviewirrg the Literatlire on Attachniewt, Forgiverless, 
Irtterventior~s to Promote Forgiveness (iri Grolqs and Colqles), ar~d the Attachment- 
Forgiveness Connection 
After this detailed summary and brief critique of four literatures, I suggest 
(below) six conclusions. 
First, attachment styles, which are rooted in early relationships and modified in 
subsequent emotionally charged relationships, set the stage for the quality of relationships 
(Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney, 2005; Kachadourian, Fincham, & Davila, 2004; 
Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Ruvolo et 'al., 2001; Sbarra & Emery, 2005; Simpson, 1990). 
Second, the quality of the relationship interacts with the attachment styles to 
determine people's experiences of whether an event hurts one's feelings (Feeney, 2005), 
how people respond (Ruvolo et al., 2001; Sbarra & Emery, 2005), whether they consider 
forgiving (Kachadourian et al., 2005; Kachadourian et al., 2004), whether they succeed at 
forgiving if they try to forgive (Fincham et al., 2002; Firkel et al., 2002; Kachadourian et 
al., 2005; Kachadourian et al., 2004; Karremans et al., 2003; McCullough et al., 2003; 
Ripley & Worthington, 2002), whether they seek interventions to promote forgiveness 
and if so whether they benefit by them (Burchard et al., 2003; Ripley & Worthington, 
2002; Wade et al., 2005), and whether forgiveness interventions can modifl attachment 
styles. 
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Third, attachment styles people have, which reflect a tendency to react to others in 
relationships based on working models of self and others, will be affected by 
dispositional characteristics of those people (Finkel et al., 2002; Karremans, at el., 2004; 
Thompson et al., 2005). 
Fourth, interventions to promote forgiveness will appeal differently to 
transgressed-against romantic partners with different attachment styles, as the working 
models of self and others will affect the tendency to grant forgiveness towards others and 
the self Wpley & Worthington, 2002; Ruvolo et al., 2001). 
Fifth, people with different attachment styles, using models of self and others, 
will react differently to emotional or decisional forgiveness interventions (Kachadourian 
et al., 2004). 
Sixth, people with different attachment styles will differ in their seeking and 
receiving of forgiveness (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 199 1; Feeney, 2005). 
Based on these tentative conclusions, I suggest a research agenda to test 
propositions in each conclusion. Studies are suggested under each heading. 
Research Agenda 
Types ofAttacl?nlerit Styles People Have Afect Quality of Relationships 
1. Models of self and other interact to affect indices of relationship quality 
differentially. Dependent measures include (a) willingness to sacrifice, (b) 
trust, (c) marital forgiveness, (d) sensitivity to insult, (e) couple 
commitment, and (f) couple satisfaction. 
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Qlmlity of Relutiortshiy and Attachnzerrt Style Irtteract to AHect Positive Coztple Coyirlg 
with Tr'arisgressiow 
2. Individuals' relationship quality and their models of self will interact to 
influence their granting of forgiveness. Dependent measures include (a) 
propensity to forgive generally, and (b) propensity to forgive specific 
situations. 
3. Individuals' relationship quality and their models of self will interact to 
influence their receiving of forgiveness. Dependent measures include 
tendencies to receive forgiveness. 
4. Individuals' relationship quality and their models of others will interact to 
influence their grantingof forgiveness. Dependent measures include (a) 
propensity to forgive generally, and (b) propensity to forgive specific 
situations. 
2. Individuals' relationship quality and their models of others will interact to 
influence their receiving of forgiveness. Dependent measures include 
tendencies to receive forgiveness. 
1)ispositional Characteristics Affect Attachment S ~ l e  of lrrdividrlals 
6.  The big five personality characteristics will influence individuals' models 
of self and models of others. Dependent measures include (a) models of 
self and (b) models of others. 
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7. Tendencies to forgive others will be related to attachment styles of 
individuals. Dependent measures include (a) models of self and (b) models 
of others. 
8. Tendencies to forgive the self will be related to attachment styles of 
individuals. Dependent measures include (a) models of self and (b) models 
of others. 
lrttewentions to Promote Forgiveness Will Appeal Drfferently to Transgressed-Agnirrst 
Rol?lurttic Parkters with Different Attachmerit Sgles 
9. Models of self that individuals hold will influence reactions to 
interventions focusing on forgiving others. Dependent measures include 
(a) propensity to forgive others generally, and (b) propensity to forgive 
others in specific situations. 
10. Models of others that individuals hold will influence reactions to 
interventions focusing on forgiving the self. Dependent measures include 
(a) propensity to forgive the self generally, and (b) propensity to forgive 
the self in specific situations. 
Irttewerrtiorts to Proinote Elnotiorral Forgiveness Will Aflect Aftacl7n~errt S ~ l e s  
1)ffererrtly Than Will Irrtervewtiorrs to Proi~zote Decisioriul Forgiveness 
1 1. Individuals' models of self and others will differentially prefer emotional 
or decisional forgiveness. Dependent measures include (a) tendencies to 
utilize emotional forgiveness, and (b) tendencies to utilize decisional 
forgiveness. 
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12. Individuals' models of self and others will react differently to emotional 
forgiveness-focused or decisional-forgiveness-focused interventions. 
Dependent measures include (a) propensity to forgive others generally, (b) 
propensity to forgive others in specific situations, (c) propensity to forgive 
the self generally, and (d) propensity to forgive the self in specific 
situations. 
Attcrchnzerit Styles Resyorrd Dzflerently in Their Seekirig and Receivirlg of Forgiveness 
13. Interventions for receiving forgiveness will interact with attachment styles 
of individuals to affect their relationship quality. Dependent measures 
include (a) willingness to sacrifice, (b) trust, (c) marital forgiveness, (d) 
sensitivity to insult, (e)-couple commitment, and (f) couple satisfaction. 
14. People with different models of self will react differently in asking for and 
receiving forgiveness. Dependent measures include {a) propensity to 
forgive the self generally, (b) propensity to forgive the self in specific 
situations, and (c) tendencies to receive forgiveness. 
15. People with different models of others will react differently in asking for 
and receiving forgiveness. Dependent measures include (a) propensity to 
forgive others generally, (b) propensity to forgive others in specific 
situations, and (c) tendencies to receive forgiveness. 
Chapter 3 
Statelllent of The Problen~ 
Many people experience their first serious relationships as young adults. People of 
college age are continuing the adolescent exploration of who they are with more 
independence. They have a large say in who their dating partners are, and what their 
relaiionships will be like. These dating relationships are important because they shape our 
experience and thus our expectations of romantic relationships for the rest of our lives. 
We bring ways of experiencing bonds with people into relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 
1987) and these attachments might be-shaped by our dating relationship experiences 
(Cassidy, 2000). 
Although some of these relationships will lead to marriage, most of them end. 
This is a natural part of the dating process as people are shaped by their experiences and 
learn what they desire in partners. Some of these endings are painful, however, and can 
affect people for the rest of their lives. Their sense of self can be damaged, as well as 
emotions, self-esteem, and their views of others (Sbarra & Emery, 2005). Ended dating 
relationships can also affect the formation and maintenance of hture romantic 
relationships (Ruvolo et al., 2001). A person could be so heartbroken over losing a 
significant other that they change they way that they think about others, attributing 
negative qualities to potential romantic partners. College relationships are important in 
the formation of our expectations of hture marital partners. 
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These seeds to relationship dissolution, how people cope with relationship 
dissolution, and whether they seek help aRer a relationship ends reside in early 
attachment styles. Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) outlined four attachment styles based 
on two dimensions: working model of self and working model of others in relationships 
(see Figure 1). Sec~re  attachment styles are characterized by positive working models of 
both the self and others. These people think of themselves and others in an affirmative 
way; they are comfortable with interpersonal closeness and have an internalized sense of 
self worth (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). They would be likely to behave in ways that 
strengthen relationships. Preocci.pied attachment styles are characterized by positive 
models of others but negative model of self. They have an omnipresent sense of low self 
worth, and rely on relationship partners to validate their worth through hlfillment of 
excessive intimacy needs. They are prone to feel anxious and depressed when these needs 
are inevitably unfUlfilled by often overwhelmed relationship partners. Conversely, 
1)i~nzissive attachment styles are characterized by negative models of others but positive 
models of self. People with this pattern have negative expectations of others, and avoid 
closeness with others because of this. Their high sense of self worth stresses 
independence and downplays the value of closeness with others. Dismissive and 
Pr.eocc~.pied attachments can be conceptualized as opposite each other. Fear$,~l 
attachments styles are negative on both models of self and others, and are conceptualized 
as opposite of Sec~.rr.e individuals. People with Fearfiil attachments have negative 
expectations of other people and have a low sense of self-worth, which makes them 
dependent on the others they don't trust to validate their sense of worth. They frequently 
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avoid close relationships and intimacy with others to protect themselves. This prevents 
rejection by others and the resulting decrease in self worth they would experience by the 
loss of a partner 
These attachment styles are conceptualized to fall upon the two dimensions of 
working models of self and others. Whereas some theorists assume that attachment styles, 
once formed, do not change substantially throughout the life (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 
199 1; Bowlby, 1982; Collins, 1996; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Scharfe & Bartholomew, 
1994), other theorists argue that later relationships can modify these early attachment 
styles (Cassidy, 2000; Ruvolo et al., 200 1) by changing the way people view themselves 
and others. The ending of a college relationship would constitute a case that would allow 
such different theoretical perspectives to be addressed. 
Furthermore, how one copes with the loss of a relationship is related to 
attachment style (Sbarra & Emery, 2005). People in recently dissolved relationships 
report more negative affect in general, but low attachment security is specifically related 
to increased experiences of anger and sadness. People with higher attachment security are 
able to make smoother emotional transitions after a relationship break up; they 
experience less anger and sadness, and more relief than do their low attachment security 
counterparts (Sbarra & Emery, 2005). 
Models of self and others would yield differential predictions about people 
perceive transgressions. Some transgressions, like betrayal in relationships, are seen as 
especially hurthl if they are related to both models of self and others. Betrayal 
specifically could be seen as a disregard for a partner's needs (model of self) and a 
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turning away from the relationship (model of other). People that are high in avoidance 
(i.e., negative model of other; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Griffin & Bartholomew, 
1994) report lower levels of hurt, distress, and fear in reaction to relationships 
transgressions like betrayal (Feeney, 2005). Conversely, people who feel higher levels of 
anxiety (i.e., negative model of sele Bartholomew & Horowitz, 199 1; Griffin & 
Bartholomew, 1994) report higher levels of hurt, fear, distress, and shame (Feeney, 
2005). Models of self and other would also differentially predict how people would deal 
with the transgressions by making attributions. People that are more secure in 
relationships (positive model of self and others) tend to view partner's behavior 
optimistically; their attributions for behaviors tend to interpret events in a way that 
minimizes negativity (Collins, 1996). Individuals who are anxious in relationships 
(negative model of self) will likely interpret their partner's behaviors negatively. 
Matchng the individual's sense of low self-worth, they will view a transgression 
committed by a partner as being due to that partner's unresponsiveness, 
untrustworthiness, and rejection of the individual (Collins, 1996). These people view the 
relationship negatively, and this will make negative attributions. 
Models of self and others will also yield differential predictions about whether 
people forgive or don't forgive transgressions within relationships. Among married 
couples, those people with secure attachments are more likely to forgive (Kachadourian 
et al., 2004). Both husbands and wives were more likely to forgive if they had positive 
models of self and others. This could be because they make benign attributions for 
partner behavior. These partners could also be more empathic, which would explain the 
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tendency to forgive, as well. Although little research has been done on forgiveness of the 
self (for a review and theoretical approach, see Fincham, Hall, & Beach, 2005; Tangney 
et al., 2005 ), attachment styles could also differentially predict this tendency in 
relationships. People with negative models of self might be unlikely to forgive 
themselves for transgressions that they commit, whereas people with positive models of 
self would find it relatively easy to forgive themselves upon experiencing the feelings of 
unforgiveness. 
An individual experience of forgiveness is made of a combination of en~otional 
forgiverjess, the replacement of negative unforgiving emotions with positive other- 
oriented emotions, and decisional forgiveness, the decision to control one's hture 
behavior (Exline et al., 2003; Worthirigton & Scherer, 2004; Worthington & Wade, 
1999). Forgiving is one way to rectlf). feelings of unforgiveness, like revenge, anger, and 
other negative emotions. Unforgiveness can also be decreased through pursuing justice, 
renarrating the transgression, letting go, seeking restitution, resolving the conflict, 
projecting blame, forbearing (accepting) the transgression, and suppressing feelings 
(Worthington, 200 1). 
The process of forgiveness changes motivations towards a transgressor. Whereas 
a person feeling unforgiveness might want to seek revenge for a transgression, or avoid 
that person, experiencing forgiveness will decrease these motivations (Fincham et al., 
2005; McCullough at al., 2003). Additionally, forgiveness can increase positive 
motivations, such as reconciliation with a transgressor (Kearns & Fincham, 2004; 
McCullough & Worthington, 1994a; Worthington & DiBlasio, 1990). 
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RatiorlaIe for the Present St714 
By understanding how models of self and others work in attachment relationships, 
we can hope to understand models of self and other in tendencies to forgive. Different 
attachment styles have been shown to react differently in relationships, and to 
transgressions; attachment styles using working models of self and others in married 
people influence tendencies to forgive marital partners. Little research has been done that 
examines working models of self and others and tendencies to forgive the self and others 
for transgressions in recently dissolved dating relationships. This awareness of decisions 
to forgive and any emotional reactions can inform hture intervention studies that could 
aid in promoting forgiveness of others and of the self. 
Additionally, forgiveness has been linked to physical health benefits 
(Worthington & Scherer, 2004) and mental health benefits (Witvliet, Phipps, Feldman, & 
Beckham, 2004). As such, empirical knowledge enhancing our understanding of the 
complexities of the relationship between forgiveness and attachment can promote both 
physical and mental health benefits. Given this, a greater insight into these areas will aid 
in the development of future psychoeducational interventions. 
Hypotheses 
Several working hypotheses have been proposed for the use in this research 
project. 
Hypotl~esis # I .  Initially, participants with different attachment styles will differ in 
their responses to their own transgressions within the romantic relationships. 
Specifically, they will differ in degree of spiritual damage, change in the way they look at 
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themselves, rumination about their own wrongdoing, self-revenge, self-avoidance, anger 
at self, self-conciliation, emotional forgiveness of self, w i lh l  self-forgiveness, decisional 
self-forgiveness, and severity of wrongdoing. Participants with a positive model of Self 
will report less spiritual damage, change in the way I look at myself, rumination, self- 
revenge, self-avoidance, and anger at self, greater self-conciliation, emotional forgiveness 
of self, willhl self-forgiveness, and decisional self-forgiveness, and moderate severity of 
wrongdoing. 
Hypothesis #2. Initially, participants with different attachment styles will differ in 
their responses to their formers partner's transgressions within the romantic relationships. 
Specifically, they will differ in their avoidance of their former partner, seelung revenge 
on their former partner, anger with their former partner, empathy for their former partner, 
conciliation with partner, emotional forgiveness of partner, and willhl forgiveness of 
partner measured by the Single Item Forgiveness scales (SF;  Berry et al., 200 1). 
Participants with a positive model of Other will report less avoidance of partner, revenge 
on partner, and anger at partner, and greater empathy, conciliation with partner, and 
emotional forgiveness of partner, and willhl forgiveness of partner. 
Hypothesis #3. Initially, participants with different attachment styles will differ in 
their responses to the ending of the relationship and other relationship variables. 
Specifically, they will differ in their reports of depression, hurt, anxiety, relationship 
quality, relationship satisfaction, negative causal attributions about relationships, negative 
responsibility and blame attributions about relationships, and closeness with partner 
before the break-up. Participants with a negative model of Self will report greater 
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depression, hurt, and anxiety. Participants with a negative model of Other will report less 
dyadic relationship quality, relationship satisfaction, and perceived closeness with 
partner, and will report greater negative causal attributions, and negative responsibility 
and blame attributions. 
Hypothesis #4. Initially, participants with different attachment styles will differ in 
trait and disposition variables. Specifically, they will differ in their trait self- 
forgivingness, self-esteem, and trait forgivingness of others. Also, they will differ in 
their descriptions of their attachment styles as defined by the RQ. Specifically, 
participants with a positive model of Self will report greater trait self-forgivingness and 
self-esteem, whereas, those with a positive model of Other will report greater trait 
forgivingness of others. People defined as one of the four types of attachment by the 
ECR will select descriptions of their relational attachment styles on the RQ that are 
parallel to each other. 
Hypothesis #5. General attachment types will not change over time, although 
dimensions of anxiety (Self) and avoidance (Others) might change. Attachment 
categories will be stable over time, and will not be affected by a relationship breakup. 
Hypothesis #6. Over time, people with different attachment styles will change in 
their responses to their own and their former partners' transgressions within the 
relationships. There will be interaction effects, so that participants will positive models 
of Self will report greater changes in the severity of their own wrongdoing, spiritual 
damage, change in the way they view themselves, rumination about their own 
wrongdoing, revenge on themselves, avoidance of themselves, anger at self, conciliation 
with selt emotional forgiveness of self, willhl forgiveness o f ,  and decisional 
forgiveness of self. Participants with a positive model of Other will report greater 
changes in avoidance of their former partner, seeking revenge on their former partner 
partner, anger with their former partner, empathy for their partner, conciliation with 
partner, emotional forgiveness of partner, willfhl forgiveness of partner, and decisional 
forgiveness of partner. There will be interaction effects so that the different attachment 
types do not change in the same direction. 
Hypothesis # 7. Over time, participants with different attachment styles will differ 
in their responses to the ending of the relationship and other relationship variables. There 
will be interaction effects such that the different attachment styles will change in different 
ways. Specifically, they will differ in their reports of depression, hurt, anxiety, 
relationship quality, relationship satisfaction, negative causal attributions in relationships, 
negative responsibility and blame attributions in relationships, and perceived closeness 
with their former partner. Participants with a positive model of Self will report greater 
change in depression, hurt, and anxiety. Participants with a negative model of Other will 
report less change in relationship quality, relationship satisfaction, and perceived 
closeness with partner, and will report greater change in negative causal attributions, and 
negative responsibility and blame attributions. 
Hypothesis #8. Over time, participants with different attachment styles will not be 
different significantly in their trait and disposition variables. They will be different 
initially, and those differences will remain stable over time. 
Chapter 4 
Method 
P~rtzcqxznts 
Participants at Time I were 130 college students, 88 females and 42 males, 
between the ages of 18 and 27 who had experienced a relationship break-up no more than 
two weeks prior to beginning the study. The mean age of the participants in the study at 
Time I was 19.03. Participants were recruited through solicitations in undergraduate 
psychology classes and reminder e-mails weekly. Data collection and procedures were 
reviewed and approved by the University's Instructional Review Board (IRB). At Time 
1, approximately 68.23% of the subjects identified themselves as European 
Arnerican~White, 17.83% identified themselves as African-AmericanlBlack, 1.55% 
identified as Latinola, 7.75% identified as Asian, 1.55% identified as Middle Eastern, 
0.78% identified as Native American, and 2.33% identified as "Other." At time 1, 
66.15% identified their education level as Freshman, 20.77% identified as Sophomores, 
9.23% identified as Juniors, and 3.85% identified as Seniors. During this same time, 
25.58% fell into the Secure attachment category, as defined by the Experiences in Close 
Relationships (ECR; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). Among the insecure attachment 
styles, 30.23% were identified as Preoccupied, 34.1 1% were identified as Fearfd, and 
10.07% were identified as Dismissive. See Table 1 for a summary of both Time 1 and 
Time 5 demographics. 
Table 1 Demogmphic Freqnencies urld Descr~ptives Grouped by Time 
T I  T 5  
AGE M= 19.03 (Range 18-27) M= 19.14 (Range 18-27) 
GENDER 
Female 
Male 
Total 
ETHNICITY 
European ArnericadWhite 
African American/Black 
Latinola 
Asian 
Native American 
Middle Eastern 
Pacific Islander 
Other 
Total 
EDUCATION LEVEL 
Freshman n=86 
Sophomore n=27 
Junior n=12 
Senior n=5 
Total N=13O 
ATTACHMENT STYLES 
ECR- Secure n=3 3 
ECR- Preoccupied n=3 9 
ECR- Fearful n=44 
ECR- Dismissive n= 13 
Total N= 129 
.Vote. Some of the variability of the ethniciQ count is due to participants choosing Merent categories to 
describe themselves between data counts. 
*Vote. ECR-Secure=Experiences in Close Relationship-Secure. ECR-Preoccupied= Experiences in Close 
Relationship-Preoccupied. ECR-Fearful= Experiences in Close Relationship-FeaiM. ECR-Dismissive= 
Experiences in Close Relationship-Dismissive. 
I utilized a participant pool of Psychology 10 1 university students at an urban 
university, Virginia Commonwealth University in Richmond, Virginia. Most are 
probably middle-class, since they have the opportunity to attend an institution of higher 
learning. Participants were individuals over the age of 18 for whom a romantic 
heterosexual relationship was ended within two weeks prior to starting the study, who felt 
that their partner acted unfairly or unjustly towards them or the relationship, and who 
were currently not in a new relationship. 
Desigr~ 
The study uses self-report questionnaires. The design is longitudinal, looking at 
data from the questionnaires of the participants. For quick reference, I listed all measures 
by category in Table 2 (end of chapter). 
hstr~inzents 
Basic Denzograpl~ic Irtfornzatior~. A basic demographics questionnaire (see 
Appendix A) was used to gather information about the participants' age, gender, 
ethnicity, and education level. 
Relatiorrshlp Irtfornzatiow. A second questionnaire, entitled 
Relationship/Participant Questionnaire (see Appendix B) will inquire directly about the 
ended relationship; this was developed for this research. The partner was identified by 
initial so that the participants would have a specific person in mind when answering the 
questions. Questions included (I) length of the relationship, (2) how the participant 
contributed to the end of the relationship (the transgression), (3) inquiries about the 
transgressions, (4) forgiveness between the participant and hisker partner (detailed in the 
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Forgiveness section), (5) the spiritual consequences of the transgression for the 
participant (detailed later), (6) inquiries about decisional and emotional forgiveness of the 
partner and the self, (7) emotional and cognitive reactions to the break up and (8) self- 
concept of the participant. 
Enzotional Reactior~ to Hreak1.9. Anger with the self and with the partner after the 
relationship ended was measured with a single item requesting participants to indicate the 
degree to which they experienced anger on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Not at 
all angry) to 7 (Most angry ever felt). Anxiety after the relationship ended was measured 
with a single item requesting participants to indicate the degree to which they 
experienced anxiety (i.e. nervous, jittery, fearful) on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 
(Not at all arcci01,is) to 7 (Most arccious ever felt). Feelings of depression/sadness after the 
relationship ended was measured with a single item requesting participants to indicate the 
degree to which they experienced depression on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 
(Not at all depressed) to 7 (Most depressed ever felt). Feelings of hurt after the 
relationship ended was measured with a single item requesting participants to indicate the 
degree to which they experienced hurt on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Not at all 
hzirt) to 7 (Most hurt ever felt). Since this was created for use in this study, there is no 
psychometric information. 
Rul?zination about the dissolution of the relationship was measured with a single 
item requesting participants to indicate how often they thought about the transgressions 
that they indicated on the Ended Relationship Questionnaire on a 7-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (I have not thoz-ight about the event since it happened) to 7 (1 think abozif 
the event constaritly). Since this was created for use in this study, there is no 
psychometric information. 
Self-concept. The participant's self concept was measured with a single item 
requesting participants to indicate the degree that their actions in the ending of their 
relationship changed the way they look at themselves. This utilized a 7-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (It has not changed the way I look at n~yselfat all) to 7 (It has totally 
changed the way I look at n~yselJ). Since this was created for use in this study, there is no 
psychometric information. 
Spiritllal Damage. Some people might feel that their negative actions damaged 
them spiritually, resulting in a difficulty in forgiving themselves. The extent to which the 
participants felt that their own actions in the ending of the relationship damaged them 
spiritually was measured with a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 7 
(C'onlyletely). Since this was created for use in this study, there is no psychometric 
information. 
In addition to the relationship event items, another item asked about the 
relationship of the participant's parents. If the subject's parents are married/ in a 
committed relationship, the participant was asked to make an objective rating of the 
marital satisfaction of their parents, using a Likert-scale of 1 (very unsatisfied) to 5 (very 
satisfied). If the subject's parents were not in a relationship with each other, sub- 
questions will ask what the subject's age was at the time of separation and how often the 
subject had contact with the non-custodial parent (frequent, often, seldom, never). 
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Self-Essteern. Self-esteenz was measured with the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 
(RSE; Rosenberg, 1989), a lo-item scale that measures global self-esteem. Half of the 
items are worded positively (e.g. "I feel that I have a number of good qualities"), and the 
other half are worded negatively (e.g. "I feel I do not have much to be proud of'). 
Participants are asked to indicate whether they Strorlgly Agree (I), Agree (2), Disagree 
(3), or to Strorrgly Disagree (4) with the statements. High total scores reflect low self- 
esteem. The RSE has excellent estimated internal consistency (Cronbach's alyha = .88) 
and estimated test-retest reliability of .  82 over one week Fleming & Courtney, 1984). 
Attachnzent. Attachment (see Appendix C) was measured with two instruments, 
the Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998)' and the 
Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 199 1). The ECR consists of 
two 18-item scales that assess the major dimensions of attachment security, avoidance 
and anxiety. The avoidance scale contains such items as "I try not to show a partner how 
I feel deep down," and "Just when my partner starts to get close to me I find myself 
pulling away." The anxiety scale contains such items as "I worry about being 
abandoned," and "I worry a lot about my relationships." The measure uses a seven-point 
Likert response scale, from 1 = disagree strorrgly to 7 = strorrgly agree. This two- 
dimensional categorization has produced stronger results than Bartholomew and 
Horowitz's (1 99 1) self-categorization measure (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998); both 
are being included for validation purposes. The ECR has Cronbach's alpha coefficients 
o f .  94 for the Avoidance dimension and .88 for the Anxiety dimension. 
The RQ consists of four short paragraphs, each describing one of the four 
prototypical attachment patterns as they apply to close romantic relationships. 
Participants are asked to rate their degree of correspondence to each type on a seven point 
Likert response scale. For example, the Fea&l type reads as follows "I am 
uncomfortable getting close to others. I want emotionally close relationships, but I find it 
difficult to trust others completely, or to depend on them. I worry that I will be hurt if I 
allow myself to become too close to others." There has not been much psychometric 
information collected on the RQ, but it has moderate stability over two months: stability 
for a Secure rating was .71; F e d  stability was .64; Preoccupied stability was .59; and 
Dismissive rating has a stability rating of .49 (Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1994). 
Forgiveness. Forgiveness was assessed with the Transgression-Related Interpersonal 
Motivations Inventory (TRIM; McCullough et al., 1998), a modified (for this study) 
version of the TRIM that focuses on forgiveness of the self (TRIM-S), the TRIM- 
Conciliation subscale (TRIM-C; McCullough & Hoyt, 200 1 ), a modified (for this study) 
version of the TRIM-C that focuses on conciliations with the self (TRIM-CS), two 
versions (self and other) of the Single Item Forgiveness scales (SIF; Berry, Worthington, 
Parrott, O'Connor, & Wade, 2001), the Trait Forgivingness Scale (TFS; Berry et al., 
2003), and the Self subscale of the Heartland Forgiveness Scale (HFS; Thompson & al., 
2005 j. Additionally, four items were included on the participant's questionnaire that 
inquire about degree of (a) emotional forgiveness of self, (b) emotional forgiveness of the 
partner, (c) decisional forgiveness of self, and (d) decisional forgiveness of the partner. 
These items are described in hrther detail below. 
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The TRIM has subscales that measure avoidance, revenge, and conciliation 
motivations with regard to a particular offense and offender. Participants completed the 
TRIM subscales with reference to the specified relationship hurt, the index hurt. Early 
studies indicate that the seven-item Avoidance subscale (Cronbach's alyha =.86) and the 
five-item Revenge subscale (Cronbach's a k h a  =.90) show high estimated internal 
consistency reliability (McCullough et al., 1998). Items are rated on a five-point Likert 
scale ranging from 1 (slr.on& disagree) to 5 (skor~g& agree). TRIM scores correlate 
with scores on relational satisfaction, degree of apology, empathy for the transgressor, 
and (moderately) with single-item measures of forgiving. Three-week test-retest 
reliability was .86 for Revenge and .79 for Avoidance. 
The six-item Conciliation subscale was also administered to participants of the 
current study. The current study used six items, omitting the item stating "I forgive 
hirn/her for what he/she did to me." According to McCullough and Hoyt (2002), the 
seven-item version of the Conciliation subscale showed good internal consistency 
(Cronbach's alyha >. 85). Additional studies on the TRIM Conciliation subscale, using 
five of the original seven items, showed internal consistency estimates ranging from .9 1 
to .93, and test-retest correlations ranging from .52 to .87 (McCullough et al., 2003). 
The TRIM was modified to reflect forgiveness towards the self (TRIM-S). The 
wording was changed so that the participants indicated Revenge (e.g. "I want to get what 
I deserve") or Avoidance motivations toward themselves (e.g. I try not to think about 
what I did as much as possible"). Because it was created for this study, there is no 
psychometric information. 
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The TRIM-C was modified to reflect conciliation with the self (TRIM-CS). The 
wording ws changed so that the participants indicated conciliation motivations toward 
themselves (e.g. "I tried to make amends with myself'). Because it was created for this 
study, there is no psychometric information. 
The Single-Item Forgiveness scales (SIF; Berry, Worthington, Parrott, O'Connor, & 
Wade, 2001) shows five circles, filled in one quarter at a time, from empty to  full. 
Participants were asked to select the circle that best represents the degree of forgiveness 
ranging from 0 (no forgiveness) to 4 (complete forgiveness). These single-item scales 
were used to determine Forgivenessfor the fornier partner. This single-item method was 
also used to measure Forgiveness toward the selffor transgressions committed in the 
relationship. 
Trait forgivingness, which describes one's general tendency across many 
situations and over time to respond to offenses in a forgiving manner, was measured with 
the Trait Forgivingness Scale (TFS; Berry et al., 2003). The TFS consists of 10 items to 
assess a respondent's self-appraisal of his or her proneness to forgive interpersonal 
transgressions across situations and time, with items rated from I = "strongly agree" to 5 
= "strongly disagree." This yields a potential range of scores from 10 to 50, with higher 
scores indicating higher trait forgivingness. The TFS shows evidence of construct 
validity, being strongly correlated with other measures of forgiveness (Berry et al., 2003). 
Berry et al. (2003) report a normative mean of 34.1 and standard deviation of 6.9 for the 
TFS. The TFS exhibited adequate internal reliability in the present sample (Cronbach's 
n2yhn = .76). 
The HFS is an 18-item measure with subscales measuring dispositional 
forgivingness of sell; forgivingness of others, and forgivingness of situations. For the 
present study, only the first scale (Self) will be used. Each item is rated on a Likert scale 
from 1 (Ahnost ah+gays false of nie) to 7 (Alnzost always true of nie). Three items in each 
scale are reversed scored; higher scores indicate higher tendency to  forgive the self, 
others, or situations. Test-retest stability over three weeks was estimated at .72 for the 
Self subscale. Studies (Thompson et al., 2005) indicated that the items have good internal 
consistency (Cronbach's aIyha .72 for Self subscale). 
Decisiorial forgiveness was measured with a single item (see Appendix B) 
requesting participants to indicated the degree to which they experienced decisional 
forgiveness on a 7-point Likert scale ranging fiom 1 (Not a t  all) to 7 (Complete[v). 
Enzotional forgiver~ess was measured with a single item (see Appendix B) requesting 
participants to indicated the degree to which they experienced emotional forgiveness on a 
7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Not a t  all) to 7 (Conzpletely). 
Empathy. Participants' empathy towards their former relationship partners was 
measured by Batson's eight-item empathy scale, called the Batson Empathy Adjectives 
(BEA; Batson, O'Quin, Fultz, Vanderplas, & Isen, 1983). This measure has a list of 
empathic feelings (hynlyatlzetic, empathic, concerrred, moved, coi?"passionate, warm, 
softhearted, and tender) that has been used in other forgiveness research (Fincham at d., 
2002; McCullough at al., 2003, 1998, 1997). Participants rated to what extent they 
currently feel the emption on a 6-point Likert scale fiom 1 (rtot a t  all) to 6 (extremely), 
and these scores were averaged to arrive at a mean of empathy towards their transgressor. 
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Internal consistency reliabilities range from .87 to .92, and the test-retest correlations 
ranged form .01 to .82. 
ReZationsl?ip Attributions. Relationship attributions were measured using the 
Relationship Attribution Measure (RAM; Fincham and Bradbury, 1992). This measure 
was reworded so that instead of referring to marriage and marital partners, it generally 
refers to relationships and relationship partners. Four negative partner behaviors are 
presented that have been found to occur in nearly all close romantic relationships. For 
example, one item is: "Your [partner] criticizes something you say." Participants are 
asked to rate their agreement with statements that reflect casual and responsibility 
attributions on a six-point scale ranging fiom I (disagree strongly) to 6 (agree strongly) 
Two indices are created, the Causal Attribution Index (RAM-C) and the Responsibility 
Attribution Index (RAM-R). The RAM-C sums responses across assessment of causal 
locus, stability, and globality and is highly reliable (Cronbach's ulyhn 2 .82). For 
responsibility attributions, respondents indicated the extent to which the partner behaved 
intentionally, was selfishly motivated, and was blame-worthy ((Cronbach's alpha .90). 
Higher scores on both indices indicate attributions that accentuate the impact of negative 
events, and are thought to be inversely related to relationship satisfaction (Fincham & 
Bradbury, 1992). The reliabilities of the indices together are high (Cronbach's alyha = 
.90). Test-retest reliability for two weeks was .76. 
Romurjtic Relationship QltaEzp. The quality of the participants' former romantic 
relationships was measured with the short version of Spanier's (1976) Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale, called the DAS-7 (Sharpley & Cross, 1982). The DAS is a 32-item 
measure that assesses the quality of marital or romantic relationships. There are four 
subscales to measure the degree of dyadic consensus, affectional expression, dyadic 
satisfaction, and dyadic cohesion. Additionally, a total score is yielded. The DAS and its 
subscales have demonstrated content, criterion, and construct validity; coefficient alphas 
for the total score have been shown to be above .90 (Spanier, 1976). Seven items were 
taken from the original 32 item DAS: three items assessing dyadic consensus, three items 
assessing dyadic cohesion, and one item assessing global dyadic satisfaction. Sharpley 
and Cross (1982) found that these seven items could accurately categorize the majority of 
marriages in their sample as either distressed or adjusted. Sharpley and Rogers (1984) 
found that the seven-item scale had adequate reliability (a = .76), and appropriate inter- 
item correlations ranging from .34 to .-7 1. Criterion validity of the seven-item scale was 
supported by its ability to discriminate between married, separated, and divorced 
participants. Additional studies have found that the DAS-7 has good internal consistency, 
with reliability estimates ranging from .75 to .80 (Hunsley, Best, Lefebvre, & Vito, 
2001). 
Relntionshzp Satisjactiori. Satisfaction with the former relationship was measured by 
the Couple's Assessment of Relationship Elements (CARE; Worthington et al., 1997). 
The CARE asks couples to rate their relationship on a scale f?om 1 (couldn't be worse) to 
7 (couldn't be better) in seven areas (intimacy, communication, resolving differences, 
freedom from blame, ability to ask forgiveness, ability to forgive, and long-term 
commitment) plus an overall rating. Worthington et al. (1997) found Cronbach's alyhn to 
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range from .87 to .94. The CARE was reworded in this study so that only the participant 
filled out the measure based on their former relationship. 
Proced~ire 
I recruited participants through introductory psychology classes, inviting people 
who were in a heterosexual relationship that ended less than two weeks prior to 
participate. Full credit (four creditsj for psychology research requirements were provided 
if students participated in all five data collections. Students were told that they could 
enter the study at any time up until one month before the semester ends. Students signed 
up for the study and a date to fill out the questionnaire packet via Experimetrix, an 
electronic data pool. The Experimetrix description of the study informed possible 
participants of the four additional data collections (once per week for four weeks). 
Packets took about one hour to conlplete. During the first meeting, before informed 
consent papers were signed, I did an additional screen on participants, asking them if they 
were 18 or older, and if they had experienced a romantic relationship break-up within two 
weeks of the date we were meeting. If both answers were affirmative, I gave them 
informed consent papers to sign, and explained more of the study. After finishing the 
questionnaire packet, I made sure the participants understood that they would be 
receiving the second questionnaire via their VCU school e-mail that was provided by 
Experimetrix. I then asked if this was the best way to reach them, and if it was not, I 
obtained an alternate e-mail address. 
One week after the initial data collection, I contacted the participants via e-mail 
and had them complete a short set of questionnaires assessing state forgiveness (single 
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items of decisional and emotional forgiveness toward self and others, TRIM subscales, 
the TRIM-Self). In addition to these, participants indicated what kind of contact they'd 
had with their former partner during the week, whether they had gotten back together 
with their former partner, and whether they had met a new romantic partner. Participants 
were contacted weekly for at least four weeks. During the final (fifth) week, participants 
again filled out the initial packet of questionnaires, including the attachment measures 
and relationship items. There are a total of five data collection points. 
Research Hyyotheses, Ratiorlales, and Ana[vses 
Research Hypothesis I 
Statement of the hypothesis. Initially, participants with different attachment styles 
will differ in their responses to their o h  transgressions within the romantic relationships. 
Specifically, they will differ on the variables of ~piritr.ial damage, change in the way 1 
look at nzyseK rl.rinir~atior1, sew-revenge, sew-avoidcznce, anger at seIJ self-corrciliation, 
emotional forgiveriess ofselJ; willJill seIf-forgiveness, decisional self-forgveness, and 
severi2)i of wrorigdoirg. Participants with a positive model of Self will report less 
spiritrml damage, change in the ~vny I look nt inyselJ; r~.in~inatiorr, self-reverge, self- 
m~oidmce, and anger at selJ; greater se2f-conciliation, emotionalforgzverress of see  
uilIfiIfi~l se f-forgiveness, and decisiowal self-forgiveness, and moderate severiv of 
wror~gdoirlg. 
Rationale. Use of the four typologies of attachment (RQ; Bartholomew & 
Horowitz, 199 1; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994) were based on Bartholomew and 
colleagues' models of self and others in attachment. Multi-item measure of attachment 
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dimensions (ECR; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) are thought to be more p o w e h l  than 
instruments that assess types, as they can categorize participants into attachment types, as 
well as place a person along dimensions of working models of self and others. Exline et 
al. (2003) and Kearns and Fincham (2004) report on different types of individual 
experiences of forgiveness and increased positive forgiveness motivations. Sbarra and 
Emery (2005) report on negative emotions following a break up; this would replicate 
their findings. Attachment styles will differ in tendencies to forgive (Kachadourian et al., 
2004). 
ilnalyses. Data were analyzed with one-way between-groups univariate analyses 
of variance (ANOVAs) and multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs), with post- 
hoc tests to test differences between groups. The independent variable was attachment 
style. Dependent variables were spirit1,ial damage, charige in the wlay I look at nzyseK 
riinzination, self-reverrge, self-moidarrce, arrger at se& self-corrciliation, enzotioncd 
forgiveness ofseg willfiil self-forgiveness, decisional self-forgiveness, and sever@ of 
u~rorigdoirrg. Because multiple tests are used, a modified Bonferroni correction will be 
used to protect against the ballooning alpha (inflated Type I error rate). 
Research Hypothesis 2 
Statenzerit of the hypothesis. Initially, participants with different attachment styles 
will differ in their responses to their formers partner's transgressions within the romantic 
relationships. Specifically, they will differ on the variables of crvoidarrce ofpartner, 
reverrge or1 pmmer, ariger at partrier, empathy, corrciliation with partner, and enzotiorial 
forgiveness ofuaroier, and wil@l forgiverress ofpartrrer measured by the Single Item 
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Forgiveness scales (SF;  Berry et d., 2001). Participants with a positive model of Other 
will report less crvoidccrrce ofym.trler, reverlge on ynt'tvtel; and arlger atyarhler, and 
greater empathy, conciliation with partner, and enzotionalforgiverress ofparrr~er, and 
wilIfill forgivertess ofyartrter. 
Rntionnle. Use of the four typologies of attachment (RQ; Bartholomew & 
Horowitz, 1991; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994) were based on Bartholomew and 
colleagues' models of self and others in attachment. Multi-item measure of attachment 
dimensions (ECR; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) are thought to be more powefi l  than 
instruments that assess types, as they can categorize participants into attachment types, as 
well as place a person along dimensions of working models of self and others. Exline et 
al. (2003) and Kearns and Fincham (2004) report on different types of individual 
experiences of forgiveness and increased positive forgiveness motivations. Sbarra and 
Emery (2005) report on negative emotions following a break up; this would replicate 
their findings. Attachment styles will differ in tendencies to forgive (Xachadourian et al., 
2004). 
Analyses. Data were analyzed with one-way between-groups univariate analyses 
of variance (ANOVAs) and multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs), with post- 
hoc tests to test differences between groups. The independent variable was attachment 
style. Dependent variables were avoidurtce ofpartrier, revenge oon partner, anger at 
partner, enlpathy, conciliation with pmtr~er, and emotional forgiveress of yar.trler; and 
lvillfiil forgiverjess ofpartrier measured by the Single Item Forgiveness scales (SLF; Berry 
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et al., 2001). Because multiple tests are used, a modified Bonferroni correction will be 
used to protect against the ballooning alpha (inflated Type I error rate). 
Resemh Hypothesis 3 
Statemerlt of the hypothesis. Initially, participants with different attachment styles 
will differ in their responses to the ending of the relationship and other relationship 
variables. Specifically, they will differ on the variables of depression, hztrt, arixieiy, 
&dic relationshiy qrtaliiy, relationshy sati~faction, negative cails~l nttribrrtior~s, 
negative responsibility arid blalne attribittions, and perceived closeness w~ith partrier. 
Participants with a negative model of Self will report greater deyressiort, h~irt, and 
aruciety. Participants with a negative model of Other will report less dyadic relatiorishiy 
quality, relcltionsh@ satisfaction, aridperceived closeness with pcrtrler; and will report 
greater negative causal attributions, and negative responsibility and blame attrib~ltions. 
RatiorlaZe. Use of the four typologies of attachment (RQ; Bartholomew & 
Horowitz, 199 1; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994) were based on Bartholomew and 
colleagues' models of self and others in attachment. Multi-item measure of attachment 
dimensions (ECR, Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) are thought to be more powefi l  than 
instruments that assess types, as they can categorize participants into attachment types, as 
well as place a person along dimensions of working models of self and others. Sbarra and 
Emery (2005) report on negative emotions following a break up; this would replicate 
their findings. Attachment styles will differ in responsibility attributions (Collins, 1996), 
and emotional distress (Feeney, 2005). 
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,4~a[vses. Data were analyzed with one-way between-groups univariate analyses 
of variance (ANOVAs) and multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs), with post- 
hoc tests to test differences between groups. The independent variable was attachment 
style. Dependent variables were depression, hr.ir-t, arlxiep, dyadic relationshly qi.iaZity, 
relationship satisfaction, negative ca?.isal attribiitiorrs, negative responsibility and blame 
attributions, and perceived closeness with purtrler. Because multiple tests are used, a 
modified Bonferroni correction will be used to protect against the ballooning alpha 
(inflated Type I error rate). 
Reseurch Hypothesis 4 
Statement of the hyyothesis. Initially, participants with different attachment styles 
will differ in trait and disposition variables. Specifically, they will differ on the variables 
of trait se~orgivirigress self-esteem, and trait forg7virigness of others. Also, they will 
differ in their descriptions of their attachment styles as defined by the RQ. Specifically, 
participants with a positive model of Self will report greater trait setf-fo~givir~griess and 
self-esteem, whereas, those with a positive model of Other will report greater truit 
for-givirlpless of others. People defined as one of the four types of attachment by the 
ECR will select descriptions of their relational attachment styles on the RQ that are 
parallel to each other. 
Rationale. Use of the four typologies of attachment (RQ; Bartholomew & 
Horowitz, 1991; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994) were based on Bartholomew and 
colleagues' models of self and others in attachment. Multi-item measure of attachment 
dimensions (ECR; (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) are thought to be more p o w e h l  
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than instruments that assess types, as they can categorize participants into attachment 
types, as well as place a person along dimensions of working models of self and others. 
Exline et al. (2003) and Kearns and Fincham (2004) report on different types of 
individual experiences of forgiveness and increased positive forgiveness motivations. 
Attachment styles will differ in tendencies to forgive (Kachadourian et al., 2004), self- 
esteem (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 199 1 ; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). 
Analyses. Data were analyzed with one-way between-groups univariate analyses 
of valiance (ANOVAs) and multivariate andlyses of variance (MANOVAs), with post- 
hoc tests to test differences between groups. The independent variable was attachment 
style. Dependent variables were trait self-forgivir~g~~ess, self-esteem, and trait 
forgiviu~g~~ess ofothevs, and the four attachment descriptions of the RQ. Because multiple 
tests are used, a modified Bonferroni correction will be used to protect against the 
ballooning alpha (inflated Type I error rate). 
Research Hypothesis 5 
Statement of the hypothesis. General attachment types will not change over time, 
although dimensions of anxiety (Self) and avoidance (Others) might change. Attachment 
categories will be stable over time, and will not be affected by a relationship breakup. 
Ratioriale. Based on Bartholomew and colleagues' (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 
199 1; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994) models of self and others in attachment. This might 
contradict the findings of Ruvolo et al. (2001), who note that attachments became more 
secure as people were distanced from break ups by time. 
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Arialyses. Data was analyzed in several ways. First, a series of one-way (i.e., 
attachment style) between-groups univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were run, 
using the Arrxiety and .4voidar1ce dz~?~errsior~s of the ECR, as well as the participants' 
tendencies to describe their own attachment styles within romantic relationships (RQ) as 
dependent variables. The independent variables were time and attachment style. Second, 
a Chi-square comparison was made, looking at the change in attachment categories from 
time I to time 5. Last, nonparametric Runs tests were conducted to explore whether the 
changes that occurred between attachment styles were random. Because multiple tests 
are used, a modified Bonferroni correction will be used to protect against the ballooning 
alpha (inflated Type I error rate). 
Research Hvpothesis 6 
Statenzent of the hypothesis. Over time, peopIe with different attachment styles 
will change in their responses to their own and their former partners' transgressions 
within the relationships. There will be interaction effects, so that participants will 
positive models of Self will report greater changed in severi? of o1h1rl wrorigdoirig, 
spiritrial danzage, change irr the 1my I look at nzyself] nm~irrtiorr about wror~gdoir~g, 
revenge on self] avoidarice of self] anger at self] corrciliatiorr with seEJ; enzotiorral 
forgiverless of self] wilpil forgiverless of seZf(as measured by the SIF self), and decisiorml 
forgivemess of seZj Participants with a positive model of Other will report greater 
changes in avoidance of partrier, revenge on partner, anger at partner; envuthy for 
pcn-trier, corlciliatiorr with partner, ei~zotiorral forgiverless of partner, willJiilforgiver~ess of 
partner (as measured by the SF),  and decisiorral forgiverless ofpartner. There will be 
interaction effects so that the different attachment types do not change in the same 
direction. 
Ratior~ccle. Based on Bartholomew and colleagues' (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 
199 1 ; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994) models of self and others in attachment. Exline et 
al. (2003) and Kearns and Fincham (2004) report on different types of individual 
experiences of forgiveness and increased positive forgiveness motivations. Attachment 
styles will differ in tendencies to forgive (Kachadourian et al., 20041, self-esteem 
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 199 1; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). Sbarra and Emery 
(2005) report on negative emotions following a break up; this would replicate their 
findings. Attachment styles will differ in responsibility attributions (Collins, 1996), and 
emotional distress (Feeney, 2005). - 
ArmZyses. Data were analyzed in a series of repeated-measures, between-groups 
analyses of variance. The independent variables were time and attachment style. 
Dependent variables were severip of own w'ror~gdoing, spirit~~al damage, charge irt the 
way I look at nzyseIJ; r~mzination aboiit rvrorrgdoir~g, rever~ge on se2J; avoidarlce of s e z  
nrlger nt selJ; conciliation with seg el?zotionnl forgiveness of selJ; wil&d forgiveness of 
self(as measured by the S F  self), decisior~alforgiveness of seZj avoidance ofpartner; 
reverge on partrjer, anger at partner, empathy for partrier, conciliatiorl with p~rtr~er,  
en~otiorml forgiveness ofyartrler, wil&ilforgiver~ess ofyurtr~er (as measured by the SF),  
and decisionalforgiver~ess ofpmtr~er: Because multiple tests are used, a modified 
Bonferroni correction will be used to protect against the ballooning alpha (inflated Type I 
error rate). 
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Research Hypothesis 7 
Statemerit of the hypothesis. Over time, participants with different attachment 
styles will differ in their responses to the ending of the relationship and other relationship 
variables. There will be interaction effects such that the different attachment styles will 
change indifferent ways on the dependent variables. Specifically, they will differ on the 
variables of depression, hzrrt, anxiety, ~ a d i c  relatioriship qualig, relationship 
satisfnction, negative cai.isal attribl,ttions, negative resporisibility and blanze attribl,itior~s, 
and perceived closeness with partner. Participants with a positive model of Self will 
report greater change in depression, hurt, and aruciety. Participants with a negative model 
of Other will report less change in dyadic relationship quality, relationship satisfactior~, 
andperceived closeness with partner, -and will report greater change in riegative cazlsal 
crttriblitions, and negative responsibility and blanle attribzrtions. 
Rationale. Use of the four typologies of attachment (RQ; Bartholomew & 
Horowitz, 199 1 ; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994) were based on Bartholomew and 
colleagues' models of self and others in attachment. Multi-item measure of attachment 
dimensions (ECR; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) are thought to be more powefi l  than 
instruments that assess types, as they can categorize participants into attachment types, as 
well as place a person along dimensions of working models of self and others. Sbarra and 
Emery (2005) report on negative emotions following a break up; this would replicate 
their findings. Attachment styles will differ in responsibility attributions (Collins, 1996), 
and emotional distress (Feeney, 2005). 
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Ar~nlyses. Data were analyzed with a series of repeated-measures, between-groups 
analyses of variance. The independent variables were time and attachment style. 
Dependent variables were depression, hurt, ar~xiety, @rdic relatior~shz! qtm1it;c: 
relatior~shiy sati~ffnction, r~egntive ca~lsfnl attributions, negative responsibility and blame 
attriblitions, and perceived closeness will? partner. Because multiple tests are used, a 
modified Bonferroni correction will be used to protect against the ballooning alpha 
(inflated Type I error rate). 
Research Hypothesis 8 
Stateli~ent of the l?.iyotl~esis. Over time, participants with different attachment 
styles will not differ significantly in their trait and disposition variables. Whatever 
differences there are at Time 1 will remain stable at Time 5. 
R~ztionnle. Use of the four typologies of attachment (RQ; Bartholomew & 
Horowitz, 1991; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994) were based on Bartholomew and 
colleagues' models of self and others in attachment. Multi-item measure of attachment 
dimensions (ECR; (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) are thought to be more powerful 
than instruments that assess types, as they can categorize participants into attachment 
types, as well as place a person along dimensions of working models of self and others. 
Exline et al. (2003) and Kearns and Fincham (2004) report on different types of 
individual experiences of forgiveness and increased positive forgiveness motivations. 
Attachment styles will differ in tendencies to forgive (Kachadourian et al., 2004), self- 
esteem (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 199 1 ; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). 
ArraEyses. Data were analyzed with a series of repeated-measures, between-groups 
analyses of variance. The independent variables were time and attachment style. 
Dependent variables were Dait self-forgivir~gress, self-emeel?, and trzlit forgivirr,oess of 
others, and the four attachment descriptions of the RQ. Because multiple tests are used, a 
modified Bonferroni correction will be used to protect against the ballooning alpha 
(inflated Type I error rate). 
Table 2 Brief List ofAN Men~rires in the C1~r-r-erit Study 
Demographic information 
Relationship Information 
Severity of Transgression 
Spiritual damage 
Emotional Reaction to Breakup 
Anger 
Single Item Other 
Single Item Self 
Anxiety 
Single Item 
Depressed 
Single Item 
Hurt 
Single Item 
Rumination 
Single Item 
Self-concept 
Relationship of Parents 
Attachment 
Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR) 
Relationship Questionnaire (RQ) 
Forgiveness 
Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Inventory (TRIM) 
Revenge subscale 
Avoidance subscale 
TRIM for Self (TRIM- S) 
Revenge subscale 
Avoidance subscale 
Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Inventory (TRIM-C) 
Conciliation subscale 
TRIM-C for Self (TRIM-CS) 
Conciliation subscale 
Single Item Forgiveness Scale (SIF) 
SIF for Other 
SIF for Self 
Trait Forgiveness Scale (TFS) 
Heartland Forgiveness Scale (HFS) 
Self subscale 
Decisional Forgiveness 
Single Item Other 
Single Item Self 
Emotional Forgiveness 
Table 2 
Table 2 BriefList of AIIM~~JIJP-es in the C I J T Y ~ Y I ~  Str~dy (contir~rled) 
Single Item Other 
Single Item Self 
Empathy 
Batson's Empathy Adjectives (BEA) 
Relationship Attributions 
Relationship Attribution Measure (RAM) 
Romantic Relationship Quality 
Dyadic Adjustment Scale short version (DAS-7) 
Relationship Satisfaction 
Couple's Assessment of Relationship Elements (CARE) 
Chapter 5 
Re~7ilts 
Data were transcribed, and data sets were cleaned to eliminate coding errors. 
Ranges, mean scores, and standard deviations for all variables at the different 
measurement occasions are presented in Tables 3-5. Data were analyzed to see if there 
were any important differences between the 10 participants from t 1 that dropped out of 
the study. The results of the multiple one-way, between-group (stayed in, dropped out) 
analyses of variance (ANOVAs) show that the two groups differed on two variables- 
anger at partner [univariate F (1,129)- 4.3 0, p<.05] and coi?lfortable withoilt close 
relationshiys [univariate F (1,129)= 4.69, p<.05]. Additionally, I looked at length of time 
in relationships, which was not significant. These can be seen in Appendix L. The 
reports of these ten participants who dropped out are used in statistical analyses that 
examine Time 1, but are dropped for analyses looking at change over time. 
Throughout the thesis, I conducted niultiple comparisons. In order to protect 
against a ballooning Type I error, I used an adjusted Bonferroni correction; a test-wise 
alpha of . O l  was used to determine statistical significance. I acknowledge that this is a 
statistically liberal approach. However, because this is an exploratory analysis that no 
one has ever looked at before, a more stringent Bonferroni correction of .OOl or less 
would run the risk of not uncovering significant effects that might be replicated in later, 
more focused, data collection efforts. 
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To determine the adult attachment style category within which a participant 
scored, the following procedure was used. Items 1, 15, 19, 22, 25, 27, 29, 3 1, 33, and 
3 5of the Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) 
were reverse-scored. Two separate dimensions were then made of the sums of every 
other item. The Avoidance (Other) dimension was constructed from the sum of the odd- 
numbered items (including the reverse-scored items), and the Anxiety (Self) dimension 
was constructed fiom the sum of the even-numbered items (including the reverse-scored 
item). Then, a formula recommended by Brennan, Clark, and Shaver (1998) was used 
within the SPSS statistical program to compute individual coefficients for attachment 
dimensions and assign them to every participant for each of the four attachment types 
(Secure, Feaxful, Preoccupied, Dismissive). An attachment type was assigned to each 
participant based on which of their four coefficients were highest (e.g., if the coefficient 
for the Secure dimension was higher than the coefficients for the Feaxful, Preoccupied, 
and Dismissive coefficients, then a Secure label was given to that participant). 
The results are structured in the following way. Hypotheses I through 4 all 
address predictions for the four different adult attachment styles. These hypotheses all 
concern the initial measurement occasion (Time 1; t 1). They predict, first, how the 
participant responded to his or her own transgressions within the relationship. Second, 
they predict how the participant responded to the partner's transgressions. The third 
hypothesis predicts how participants respond to the relationship ending, and how they 
view their relationships. The fourth hypothesis examines personality differences among 
the attachment styles. Participants' responses to these same variables at the final 
measurement occasion (Time 5; t5) are presented in Appendix M. 
The second set of hypotheses-Hypotheses 5 through l&concern the changes that 
occurred over time. Measurements were taken weekly between t l  and t5. Those changes 
will be analyzed using repeated measures analyses. These hypotheses predict, first, 
changes in Avoidance and Anxiety dimensions, as well as changes in attachment types as 
defined by the Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 199 1). 
Secondly, they predict how participants will change emotional, decisional, and willful 
forgiveness of their partners and of themselves over time. Third, they predict how 
participants respond to the break-up through their motivations to get revenge, avoid, and 
reconcile with their partners and themselves. A fourth prediction within this set of 
hypotheses examines how participants will respond emotionally and cognitiveIy to the 
relationship break-up over time. A fifth prediction looks at how participants will differ in 
their perceptions of their relationship quality, satisfaction, and closeness with their former 
partners. The final prediction in this set of analyses looks predicts differences in 
personality variables relating to participants' view of themselves and of relationships in 
general. 
Time I An~rlyses 
Responses to a v n  Transgressions. For Hypothesis 1, the dependent variables, 
multivariate F's for the independent variables, and univariate F's for each dependent 
variable are presented in Table 6. A series of one- way (i.e., attachment style) 
Table 3 1)emogrnyhic Freq~iet~cies ar~d Descriptiiles clt Tinle 1 Gr.ozlyed by Attnchn~er~t S yle 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
AGE 
GENDER 
Female 
Male 
Total 
ETHNICITY 
European AmericanIWhite 
African AmericanlBlack 
Latinola 
Asian 
Native American 
Middle Eastern 
Pacific Islander 
Other 
Total 
EDUCATION LEVEL 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Total 
Secure Fearful Preoccupied Dismissive 
M= 18.76 (Range 18-22) M3 19.23 (Range 18-25) M= 18.92 (Range 18-27) M= 19.46 (Range 18-25) 
ROLE IN RELATIONSHIP ENDING 
Offender n=S 
Victim n=2 
Both n=22 
Total N=32 
Table 3 ~~~~~~~cphic Freql~encies md Descriptives at Time I Gro~lped by Attnchn~ent Style (coritir~?~ed) 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearful Preoccupied Dismissive 
DID PARTICIPANT AND PARTNER TALK ABOUT PARTNER'S ROLE (!~!ROJVGDOI~VG) IN BREAK-UP? 
No n=2 n=l 1 n=6 n= 1 
Yes n=3 1 n=32 n=33 n=12 
Total N=33 N=43 N=39 N=13 
DISCUSSION OF WRONGDOING NITIATED BY 
Partner n= 12 
Participant n=2 1 
Both n=O 
N/ A n=O 
Total N=33 
ACCUSATIONS MADE FOR PARTICIPANT'S ACTIONS'? 
No n=8 n=16 
Yes n=25 n=27 
Total N=33 N=43 
ACCUSATIONS/BLAME MADE BY 
Pal-tner n=18 
Participant n=6 
Both n=2 
N/A n=7 
Total N=33 
ACCOUNTS MADE FOR PARTICIPANT'S ACTIONS'? 
No n= l l  n=l5 
Yes n=22 n=27 
Total N=33 N=32 
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Table 4 Den~ogrnyhic F~eq~letlcies ~znd Descsiptives at Time 5 Groz~yed by Aftcrchn~ent Sgle 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure F e a h l  Preoccupied Dismissive 
AGE M=18.82 (Range 18-22) M= 19.49 (Range 18-27) M= 18.76 (Range 18-21) M= 19.50 (Range 18-25) 
GENDER 
Female 
Male 
Total 
ETHNICITY 
European American/White 
Afiican AmericanlBlack 
Latinola 
Asian 
Native American 
Middle Eastern 
Pacific Islander 
Other 
Total 
EDUCATION LEVEL 
Freshman 
Sophomose 
Junior 
Senior 
Total 
PARTICIPANT'S ROLE 1N RELATIONSHIP ENDING 
Offender n= 7 n=4 
Victim n=2 n=20 
Both n=l4 n=2O 
Total N=23 N=44 
Table 4 Demogrccyhic Freqnerrcies arid Descr@tives at Tiu~e 5 Gmrped by Attuchn~ent SQle (corltin~~eq 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fealful Preoccupied Dismissive 
DID PARTICIPANT 4ND PARTNER TALK ABOUT PARTICIPANT'S ROLE (W720AVGDOIAVG) IN BREAK-UP'? 
No n = l  n= 14 11=7 n=2 
Yes n=24 n=32 n=22 n= 12 
Total N=28 N=46 N=29 N=l4 
DISCUSSION OF WRONGDOING INITIATED BY 
Partner n=9 
Pai'ticipant n=12 
Both n= 1 
N/A n=6 
Total N=28 
ACCUSATIONS MADE FOR PARTICIPANT'S ACTIONS? 
No n=7 n= 18 
Yes n=20 n=29 
Total N=27 N=l7 
ACCUSATIONS/BLAME MADE BY 
Partner n=16 
Participant n=l  
Both n=O 
N/ A 11=8 
Total N=28 
ACCOUNTS MADE FOR PARTICIPANT'S ACTIONS'? 
No n=l4 n=24 
Yes n=24 n=22 
Total N=28 N=4G 
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Table 5 Groip Meccns clnd Freqller/cies.for All 1)eyewdent Vmiables Groiiyed by Tinje for Five Meas~iremerjt Occasiorls 
TRAIT & DISPOSITION MEASURES 
ECR-Other Positive (n= 72) 
ECR- Other Negative (n=57) 
ECR-Self Positive ( 1 ~ 4 6 )  
ECR- Self Negative (n=83) 
ECR- Secure (n=33) 
ECR- Preoccupied (n= 3 9) 
ECR- Fearful (11=44) 
ECR- Dismissive (n= 13) 
ECR- Anxiet) (Self) 1.33-6.11 3.96 1.05 
ECR- Avoidance (Other) 1.33-6.67 3.16 1.04 
RQ-Secure 1-7 4.13 1.60 
RQ-Pre 1-7 3.52 1.52 
RQ-Fear 1-7 4.25 1.93 
RQ-Dismiss 1-7 4.27 1.59 
TFS 16-46 31.38 6.92 
HFS-Self 15-42 29.64 6.64 
RSE- Self Esteem 17-40 32.00 5.67 
RELATIONSHIP MEASURES 
RAM-Causal Index 36-133 
RAM-Responsibilit) Index 8-47 
RAM-Locus 8-48 
RAM-Stabilio 8-46 
RAM-Globalio 10-46 
RAM-Responsibilit) 8-47 
DAS-7 5-34 
CARE 21-54 
Close with Partner 1-7 
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Note. ECR-Other Positive= Experiences in Close Relationship- Positive Other model. ECR-Other Negative= Experiences in 
Close Relationship- Negative Other model. ECR-Self Positive= Experiences in Close Relationship- Positive Self model. ECR- 
Self Negative= Negative Self model. 
Table 5 
Gror~p Means and Freq~lertcies for All Depewdent J'ariables Grouped by Tinze for Five Measiren~ent Occasions (corttirrriea 
Note (cowtinrred). ECR-Secure=Experiences in Close Relationship-Secure. ECR-Preoccupied= Experiences in Close 
Relationship-Preoccupied. ECR-Feafil= Experiences in Close Relationship-Feafil. ECR-Dismissive= Experiences in Close 
Relationship-Dismissive. ECR- Anxiety (Self)= Experiences in Close Relationship- Anxiety (Self) dimension. ECR- 
Avoidance (Other)= Experiences in Close Relationship- Avoidance (Other) dimension. RQ-Secure= Relationship 
Questionnaire- Secure. RQ-Fearful= Relationship Questionnaire- Fearful. RQ-Preoccupied= Relationship Questionnaire- 
Preoccupied. RQ- Dismissive= Relationship Questionnaire- Dismissive. TFS= Trait Forgivingness Scale. HFS-Self= 
Heartland Forgiveness Scale- Self subscale. RSE- Self Esteem= ,Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. RAM-Causal Index= 
Relationship Attribution Measure- Causal Index. RAM- Responsibility Index= Relationship Attribution Measure- 
Responsibility and Blame Index. RAM-Locus= Relationship Attribution Measure-Locus scale. RAM-Stability- Relationship 
Attribution Measure-Stability scale. RAM-Globality= Relationship Attribution Measure-Globality scale. RAM- 
Responsibility= Relationship Attribution Measure-Responsibility and Blame scale. DAS-7= Dyadic Adjustment Scale short 
version. CARE= Couple's Assessment of Relationship Elements. BEA= Batson Empathy Adjectives. TRIM-Avoid= 
Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Inventory- Avoidance subscale. TRIM-Revenge= Transgression-Related 
Interpersonal Motivations Inventory- Revenge subscale. TRIM-Conciliation= Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations 
Inventory- Conciliation subscale. SIF-other= Single Item of Forgiveness- Other. TRIM-Self Avoid= Transgression-Related 
Interpersonal Motivations Inventory for Self- Avoidance of Self subscale. TRIM-Self Revenge= Transgression-Related 
Interpersonal Motivations Inventory for Self- Revenge on Self subscale. TRIM-Self Conciliation= Transgression-Related 
Interpersonal Motivations Inventory for Self- Conciliation with Self subscale. SIF-Sele Single Item of Forgiveness- Self. 
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between-groups multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs) and one-way between- 
group univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted to explore the impact 
of the four attachment styles on characteristics of own transgressions (See Table 6). 
In the first batch of MANOVAs and ANOVAs, I examined the effects of adult 
attachment style on various characteristics of the participants' own transgressions (see 
Table 6). The eleven variables used in these analyses focus on how the participant 
responded to his or her own transgression (wrongdoing) within the relationship; these 
variables include spirit1,ial damage, charge irr the way I look at ilzyseselJj rlm~ination, self- 
revenge, selfavoidarlce, anger at s e x  self-conciliation, enzotional forgiveness of seg 
wiZlJjil self-forgiverress, decisior~al self-forgiveness, and severiq of wrongdoirg. 
First, I computed a MANOVA; using spiritual damage to self and change in the 
way participants look at themselves, as dependent variables. Both variables ostensibly 
measure negative global effects to the self. The independent variable was attachment 
style based on the answers to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). 
Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, 
univariate and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and 
multicollinearity, with no serious violations noted. There was a statistically significant 
difference between attachment styles on the combined dependent variables: multivariate 
F(6, 248)= 2.97, y <  .01; Wilks' Lambda= .87; partial eta squared= .07. When the results 
for the dependent variables were considered separately, charge in the ~ ~ a y  I look at 
n~yselfreached significant difference: univariate F (3, 125)= 4.98, y<. 0 1, partial eta 
squared= . 1 1. Spiritual damage was not significant, univariate F (3, 125)= 3 .SO, y<.05ns. 
Table 6 Resilts for Tilm 1 Groiq~ Means for Foi~r Attc~chn~ent S' ?/Zes, MirZtivmiate- and lTrtivcriate-F Rntiosfor Resyobtses to 
Olrtri Tr~zns~essioris 1)eyerlderit Vc~i'iables 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearfil Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate F 
Negative Global Responses MANOVA Multivariate F (6, 248)= 2.97"" 
Spiritual damage 
Mean 2.55 3.66 3.74 2.85 3.80"ns 
sD (n) 1.48 (33) 1.82(44) 1.79 (39) 1.99 (13) 
Change in the way I look at myself 
Mean 3 .OOd 4 . 0 7 ~  4.3jb 3 . 3  1 4.98"" 
s D  (n) 1.41 (33) 1.61 (44) 1.64 (39) 1.93 (13) 
Negative Motivational, Emotional, and Cognitive Responses MANOVA Multivariate F (4,120)= 2.67*11s 
Rumination 
Mean 4.28 4.78 5.21 4.54 1.7911s 
s D  (n> 1.71 (32) 1.80 (41) 1.64 (39) 1.66 (13) 
Self-Revenge 
Mean 6.66 7.80 6.87 6.15 1.90ns 
sD  ( 4  2.16 (32) 2.95 (41) 2.84 (39) 2.03 (13) 
Self-Avoidatlce 
Mean 12.25 15.93 14.00 12.69 3.20"ns 
SD (4 5.09 (32) 5.79 (41) 5.25 (39) 4.48 (13) 
Anger at self 
Mean 3.72 4.07 4.28 3.54 0.911-1s 
s D  ( 4  1.71 (32) 1.69 (41) 1.89 (39) 1.81 (13) 
Table 6 Ren~ltsfor Time 1 Gr01.ll~ Mearlsfor Fo i~r  Attnchnlerrt Styles, Mtdtivariate- crwd IJrrivuriate-F Rcrtios for. Resporrses to 
O1vw Trar~sgressior~s Deyerlderrt Vmiables (contiwtied) 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearfbl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate F 
Positive Motivations Towards the Self MANOVA Multivariate F (3,124)= 1.6811s 
Self-Conciliation 
Mean 20.67 19.66 21.45 20.69 0.8811s 
s D  (n) 4.69 (33) 6.04 (44) 4.34 (38) 3.59 (13) 
Emotional-Forgiveness of self 
Mean 4.71 4.14 4.74 5.00 1.41ns 
SD (n) 1.58(33) 1.85(44) 1.72(38) 1.47(13) 
Willful Forgiveness and Forgiveness of the Self MANOVA Multivariate F (3, 125)=1.16ns 
Self-Forgiveness (SF)  
Mean 2.76 2.70 2.41 2.85 0.84ns 
SD (n) 1.17 (33) 1.13 (44) 1.19 (398) .80 (13) 
Decisional-Forgiveness of self 
Mean 4.67 4.55 4.54 5.39 0.96ns 
(n) 1.87 (33) 1.50 (44) 1.57 (39) 1.89 (13) 
Severity of Wrongdoing ANOVA 
Mean 3.59 3.32 3.23 3.92 
SD (n) 1.45 (33) 1.39 (44) 1.33 (39) 1.19 (13) 
* y=.05 ns. **p=.01. ***y= .001 
Means that are not different atp< .O1 are indicated by the same superscript 
Post-hoc comparisons of chn~ige ir l  way 1 look a t  n~yselfscores using the Least 
Square Differences (LSD) test indicated that the mean scores from the Secure condition 
@I= 3.00, SD= .28) were significantly lower than the FearfUl (M= 4.10, SD= 25)  and the 
Preoccupied conditions (M= 4.42, SD= .26), but were not significantly different from the 
Dismissive condition (M= 3.3 1, SD= .44). There were no significant differences between 
the Fearfid, Preoccupied or Dismissive groups. 
Second, I computed a MANOVA, using rumination about wrongdoing, self- 
revenge, self-avoidance, and anger at self as dependent variables. These four variables 
are grouped together because they are hypothesized to assess the negative cognitive, 
emotional, and motivational responses toward the self for transgressions toward the 
partner. The independent variable was-attachment style based on the answers to the 
Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary assumption testing was 
conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate and multivariate outliers, 
homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and multicollinearity, with no serious 
violations noted. There was no statistically significant dflerence using the modified 
Bonferroni correction between attachment styles on the combined dependent variables: 
multivariate F (4, 120)= 2.67, p< ,0511s; Roy's Largest Root= .09; partial eta squared= 
.08. See Table 5 for a summary of the univariate Fvalues. 
Third, I computed a MANOVA, using self-corlciliation and enzotionalforgiveness of self 
as dependent variables. These variables are grouped together because they represent 
positive emotional responses to the transgression. The independent variable was 
attachment style based on the answers to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure 
(ECRj. Preiiminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, 
univariate and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and 
muiticoliinearity, with one violation of the assumption of equality of variance noted. The 
alpha was already corrected to .0 1 for modified Bonferroni correction. There was no 
statistically significant difference between attachment styles on the combined dependent 
variabies: multivariate F (3, 124)= 1.68, p> .05ns; Roy's Largest Root= .04; partial eta 
squared= .04. See Table 5 for a summary of the univariate F values. 
Fourth, I computed a MANOVA, using seIf-forgiveness and self-decisional 
forgiveness as dependent variables. These variables are grouped together because they 
represent positive willhl responses to the transgressions. Nir, Worthington, and Lyons 
(2006) have found that ratings of forgiveness of others parallel ratings of decisional 
forgiveness, but not ratings of emotional forgiveness, providing a justification to separate 
the positive ratings. The independent variable was attachment style based on the answers 
to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary assumption 
testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate and multivariate 
outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and multicollinearity, with no 
serious violations. There was no statistically significant difference between attachment 
styles on the combined dependent variables: multivariate F (3, 125)= 1.16, y> .05ns; 
Roy's Largest Root= .03; partial eta squared= .03. See Table 5 for a summary of the 
univariate F values. 
Fifth, I computed a univariate ANOVA, using sever@ of o-rvw wrorlgdoir~g as the 
dependent variable. The independent variable was attachment style based on the answers 
to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary assumption 
testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate and multivariate 
outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and multicollinearity, with no 
serious violations. There was no statistically significant difference between attachment 
styles on severity ofol.c'r1 wrorrgdoirrg: univariate F (3, 125)= 1.08, p> .05ns. 
Resportses to Pmmer 's Trarrsgressions 
For Hypothesis 2, the dependent variables, multivariate F's for the independent 
variables, and univariate F's for each dependent variable are presented in Table 7. A 
series of one-way (i.e., attachment style) between-groups multivariate analyses of 
variance (MANOVAs) were conducted to explore the impact of the four attachment 
styles on characteristics of partner's tiansgressions (See Table 7). 
Responses to partrier 's traris,oessions. In the MANOVAs reported on Table 7, I 
examined the effects of adult attachment style on how participants reacted to their former 
partners' transgressions. First, I computed a MANOVA, using avoidance ofpmtrlel; 
reverrge orlpmtrrer, and anger atpmmer, as dependent variables. These variables were 
grouped together because they measure negative emotional and motivationai responses to 
the former partner. The independent variable was attachment style based on the answers 
to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary assumption 
testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate and muitivariate 
outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and multicollinearity, with one 
violation of the assumption of equality of variance (in the reverge pmtrler variable) 
noted. As the alpha was already adjusted to .0 1 using the modified Bonfenoni 

Table 7 Tinle I Grozly Means for. Fo1lr.,4ttachmev1t Styles, M~lltivariate cuid IJr~ivmiccte F Ratiosfor. Resporises to Purtrter. 's 
Tr.arrsgressiorrs Deyenderlf Variables (coritir~zted) 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearhl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate F 
Willfbl Decisional Forgiveness and Forgiveness of Partner's Transgressions MANOVA Multivariate F (3, 124)= 3.05"ns 
Forgiveness of partner (SIF) 
Mean 2.82 2.16 2.21 1.85 3.03*ns 
SD ( 4  0.98 (33) 1.15 (43) 1.26 (39) 1.46 (13) 
Decisional forgiveness of partner 
Mean 4.73 4.42 4.18 3-77 1.0411s 
sD Cn) 1.74 (33) 1.76 (43) 2.02 (39) 1.59 (13) 
* =.05 ns. **p=.01. *** y= ,001 
€? "' Means that are not different at y< .0 1 are indicated by the same superscript. 
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correction, there was no need to adjust hrther for this violation. There was a statisticaily 
significant difference between attachment styles on the combined dependent variables: 
multivariate F (9, 294.63)= 2.74, y <  .Ol; Wilks' Lambda= .82; partial eta squared= .06. 
When the results for the dependent variables were considered separately, ariger at 
yartrier reached significant difference: univariate F (3, 123)= 5.72, p<.O I ,  partial eta 
squared= .12. Avoidance of partner [univariate F (3, 123)= 2.78, y<. 05nsl and revenge 
on partner [univariate F (3, 123)= 3.08, p<.05ns] were not significant using the modified 
Bonferroni correction. 
Post-hoc comparisons of ariger atpartner scores using the LSD test indicated that 
the mean scores from the Secure group (M= 3.86, SD= 1.96) were significantly different 
from ail the other groups (M~eml= 5.07, S D F ~ ~ ~ =  1.79; MpreoccuPled= 5.5 1, SDpreoccupled= 
1.62; MDsmWe= 5.54, SD~tsmlsblve= 1.94), with the Secure group reporting less anger at 
their former partners than all the other. There were no significant differences between 
the Fearful, Preoccupied or Dismissive groups on ariger a t  partr~er. 
Second, I computed a MANOVA, using enlpathy, conciliatiori with partrier, and 
emohonal forgiveness ofyartrier, as dependent variables. These variables were grouped 
together because they measure positive emotional and motivational responses to the 
former partner. The independent variable was attachment style based on the answers to 
the Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary assumption testing 
was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate and multivariate outliers, 
homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and multicollinearity, with no serious 
violations. There was a statistically significant difference between attachment styles on 
the combined dependent variables: niultivariate F (9, 289.77)= 2.50, p< .Ol; Wilks' 
Lambda= .83; partial eta squared= .06. When the results for the dependent variables 
were considered separately, none of the dependent variables reached significant 
differences using the modified Bonferroni correction of .Ol. See Table 7 for a summary 
of the univariate F values. 
Third, I computed a MANOVA, using forgiverless ofpartrier measured by the 
Single Item Forgiveness scales (SIF; Berry, W-orthington, Parrott, O'Connor, & wade, 
200 1 ), and decisional forgiveness of partner as dependent variables. These variables were 
grouped together because they measure willful forgiveness of the partner's 
transgressions. The independent variable was attachment style based on the answers to 
the Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary assumption testing 
was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate and multivariate outliers, 
homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and multicollinearity, with one violation of 
the assumption of equality of variance (in the single item forgiveness ofpartrier variable) 
noted. As the alpha was already adjusted to .O1 using the modified Bonferroni 
correction, there was no need to adjust fbrther for this violation. There was no 
statistically significant difference between attachment styles on the combined dependent 
variables: multivariate F (3, 124)= 3 . 0 5 , F  .05ns; Roy's Largest Root= .07; partial eta 
squared= .07. See Table 7 for a summary of the univariate F values. 
Resporrses to Relatiorlshqx arid Erid of Relatiorishiy 
For Hypothesis 3, the dependent variables, multivariate F's for the independent 
variables, and univariate F's for each dependent variable are presented in Table 8. 
Table 8 
Tin~e I Gr-o~lpfni. Forir Atfachlt~errt Swles, M~iltivar-inte- ~ald LThivariate-F Ratios for. Relntiovnshly Deperrderrl' Fmrables 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearhl Preoccupied Dismissive 
Responses to the Ending of the Romantic Relationship MANOVA 
Anxiety 
Mean 4.27 4.61 5.13 4.46 
s D  ( 4  1.81 (33) 1.73 (44) 1.76 (39) 1.89 (13) 
Depression 
Mean 4.29 5.02 5.56 5.00 
s D  ( 4  1.93 (33) 1.61 (44) 1.59 (39) 1.73 (13) 
Hurt 
Mean 4.38" 5.18 'b 5.95 5.62 "b 
s D  (n) 2.14 (33) 1.72 (44) 1.41 (39) 1.39 (13) 
Relatiollship Quality and Satisfistion MANOVA 
Dyadic relationship quality 
Mean 25.06" 2 1 . 1 8 ~  24.54" 21.23 
SD ( 4  5.33 (32) 5.47 (42) 5.72 (39) 5.96 (13) 
Relationship satisfaction 
Mean 39.61 "b 36.12" 40.10" 35.23 b7c 
sD (n) 6.59(32) 5.47(42) 5.59 (39) 8.93 (13) 
Negative causal attributions ANOVA 
Mean 89.73 95.95 99.77 96.62 
s D  h )  16.13 (33) 17.29 (42) 11.07 (39) 12.40 (13) 
Univariate E;' 
Multivariate F (3, 125)=5.24** 
1.49ns 
Multivariate F' (3, 122)= 5.24"" 
4.34"" 
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A series of one-way (i.e., attachment style) between-groups multivariate analyses of 
variance (MANOVAs) and one-way (i.e., attachment style) between-groups univariate 
analyses of variance (ASurOVAsj were conducted to explore the impact of the four 
attachment styles on responses to the ending of the relationship and other relationship 
variables (See Table 8). 
Particlyant resporises to the endirig of the relationship. In the first multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA), looking at participant responses to the ending of the 
romantic relationship, three dependent variables were used: depression, h~n t ,  and ar~riefv 
after the relationship break-up. These variables were grouped together because they 
measure emotional responses to the relationship break-up. The independent variable was 
attachment style based on the answers to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure 
(ECR). Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, 
univariate and muitivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and 
multicollinearity. One dependent variable (hurt) violated the assumption of equality of 
variance; however, the Bonferroni adjustment to the alpha level had been aiready 
corrected to .0 1. 
C. r here was a statistically significant difference between attachment styles on the 
combined dependent variables that all presumably measured the participant's emotional 
response to the ending of the relationship (e.g., hurt, anxiety, and depression). 
multivariate F (3, 125 j= 5.24, p< .0 1 ; Roy's Largest Root= .13; partial eta squared= . I  I. 
When the results for the dependent variables were considered separately, the only 
difference to reach statistical difference, using the adjusted value of .O 1, was hurt, 
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univariate F(3, i25)= 5.16, y< .01, partial eta squared= . l l  Post-hoc comparisons using 
the Tukey ZiSD test indicated that the mean score from the Secure group (M= 4.38, 
SD=2.14) was significantly lower than only the Preoccupied attachment style ( M  5.95, 
SED= 1.4 1). There were no significant differences between the Secure group and the 
Fearhl or Dismissive groups ( M ~ a ~ l =  5.18, SDFchl= 1.72; MDISmSSIVe= 5.62, 
SDDl,msslvc= 1.39). In addition, the Tukey HSD test showed that the Preoccupied group 
reported more hurt than all the other groups. A summary of means, standard deviations, 
and F vaiues can be seen in Table 8. 
Pmticryarit relatiorishry variables. The second MANOVA performed for this 
hypothesis (see Table 8) looked at reiationship variables, which included @ndic 
retatlorlshp qliality and relationship disfnction. These variables were grouped together 
because they both seemingly measure satisfaction with a particular relationship, that is, 
the relationship with participants' former partners. The independent variable was 
attachment style based on the answers to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure 
(ECR). Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, 
univariate and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and 
multicollinearity, with no serious violations noted. 
There was a statisticaily significant difference between attachment styles on the 
combined dependent variables: multivariate F(3, 122)= 5.24, y< .OI ;  Roy's Largest 
Root= . l3;  partial eta squared= .11. when the results for the dependent variables were 
considered separately, both variables reached significant differences- dyadic relationshiy 
qrlnlil?; univariate F(3, 122)= 4.34, y< .01, partial eta squared= .LO; and relatiorlshzp 
satisfnct~ori univariate F(3, 122)= 4.32,y<.Oi, partial eta squared= .10. 
Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for 
relcztionship qtalilft for the Feaf i l  group CNi= 2 1.18, SD= 5.47) was significantly lower 
than both the Secure and Preoccupied groups (h/isecure= 25.06, SDs,,,,= 5.33; 
lLiPr,occ,yled= 24.54, SD~reoccuylcd' 5.72). There was no difference between the Dismissive 
group (M= 2 1.23, SD= 5.78) and the other three groups, nor was there a difference 
between the Secure or Preoccupied groups. 
Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for 
relationship satisfnction for the Preoccupied group @I= 40.10, SD= 5.59) was 
significantly higher than both the Fearkl and Dismissive groups (MFeUkl= 36.12, 
SDFearhlZ 5.47; ~ D ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , , =  3 5.23, SDD,,,,,,,= 8 .%). The Fearful group d s o  was 
significantly lower on relatiorishiy satiflaction than the Secure group (M= 39.61, SD= 
6.59). There were no significant differences between the Secure group and either the 
Preoccupied or Dismissive groups. Additionally, the Dismissive group was not 
significantly different than the Fearful group. 
A series of three one-way between-groups ANOVAs were run to examine three 
other relationship variables separately: negative cn~lsal at~iblrtions, negative 
resyonsibili~ and blame attriblrtions, and perceived closeness ~vithyarmer. The 
independent variable was attachment style based on the answers to the Experiences in 
Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to 
check for normality, linearity, univariate and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of 
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variance-covariance matrices, and muiticoliinearity. Negative cat~sal nttribzitioris was not 
significant at the modified Bonferroni alpha of .O 1, univariate F (3, 123)= 2.78, p< .05ns. 
Negative responsibility arid blame attribl~tzons was also not significant, univariate F (3, 
123)= .85, p> .05. There was no statistically significant difference between groups for 
ctoseness withparmer, univariate F (3, 125)= I .  i 6, p> .05. See Table 8 for a summary of 
the relationship dependent variables and their F values. 
Responses to Trait and Disposition Variables within Relationships 
For Hypothesis 4, the dependent variabies, multivariate F's for the independent 
variables, and univariate F's for each dependent variable are presented in Tables 9 and 
10. A series of one-way (i.e., attachment style) between-groups multivariate analyses of 
variance @iANOVAs) and one-way (i.e., attachment styie) between-groups univariate 
analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted to explore the impact of the four 
attachment styles on trait and disposition variables within relationships. 
Trait vmiables within relatiovrshiys. The first analysis performed for this 
hypothesis, a MANOVA, looked at two variables, trait self-forgivingr~ess and self-esteen? 
(See Table 9). These variables were grouped together because they both seemingly 
measure how participants feel towards themselves. The independent variable was 
attachment style based on the answers to  the Experiences in Close Relationships measure 
(ECR). Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, 
univariate and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and 
multicoliinearity, with one violation (in seEf-esteem)-noted. As the modified Bonferroni 
already corrected the alpha to .01, there was no need to adjust this further. 
Table 9 Time 1 Means for Four Attachment Styles, Multivariate- and Univariate-F Ratios for Trait and Disposition 
Dependent Variables 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearful Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate F 
Feelings Towards the Self MANOVA Multivariate F (6,246)= 3.08** 
Trait Self-Forgivingness 
Mean 32.03 28.16 28.87 31.31 2.66*ns 
s D  (n) 5.96 (32) 6.69 (44) 6.44 (39) 7.38 (13) 
Self-esteem 
Mean 34.84a 30.23~ 30.77 b'c 34.62",' 6.37*** 
s D  ( 4  4.73 (32) 6.14 (44) 5.06 (39) 4.57 (13) 
Trait Forgivingness ANOVA 
Mean 33.53 30.45 3 1.3 1 29.69 1.5711s 
s D  (n> 6.51 (32) 7.03 (41) 6.57 (39) 8.13 (13) 
: (f-O5 ns- **p=.01. ***p= .00l Means that are not different atp< .O1 are indicated by the same superscript. 
Table 10 Time I Mearrs for Four Attachn~ent Sples, A Tirlidify Analvsis of the Exprierices in Close Relationships arld the 
Relaliorrship Ql~estionrmire 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearfbl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate I; 
Easy to Be Emotionally Close with Others (Sec1n.e) ANOVA 
Mean 5.15* 3 . 2 ~ ~  4.44%" 3. 62b,c 12.35""" 
s D  (n)  1.27 (33) 1.56 (44) 1.37 (39) 1.61 (13) 
Want Close Relationships, Difficult to Trust Others (FearpiE) ANOVA 
Mean 3.12" 5.39b 3.74"~~ 4. 69b3c 12.75""" 
a3 (n) 1.85 (33) 1.63 (44) 1.63 (39) 1.80 (13) 
Others Reluctant to Get as Close as I'd Like (Preocc:rlyied) ANOVA 
Mean 2.94"b 3.52" 4.44" 2.31b 1 1.34*** 
s D  (n)  1.22 (33) 1.19 (44) 1.68 (39) 1.11 (13) 
Comfortable Without Close Relationships (Ilismissi~~e) ANOVA 
Mean 4 . 0 6 " ~ ~  4.70"'" 3.4iIb 5.69" 10.15*** 
( 4  1.46 (33) 1.41 (44) 1.48 (39) 1.38 (13) 
* 05 ns. **y=.01. * * *y=  ,001 
~ " k e a n s  that are not different atp< . O l  are indicated by the same superscript. 
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There was a statistically significant difference between attachment styles on the 
combined dependent variables: multivariate F(6, 246)= 3.08, y< .0 1; Wilks' Lambda=87; 
partial eta squared= .07. When the results for the dependent variables were considered 
separately, only self-esteem reached a significant difference- univariate F(3, 124)= 6.37, 
p< .00 1, partial eta squared= .l3. 
Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for seg- 
esteeln for the Secure group (M= 34.84, SD= 4.73) was significantly higher than both the 
Feafil and Preoccupied groups (h'LFearfLl= 30.23, SDFeafil= 6.14; MPreoccupied= 
30.77, SDPreoccupied= 5.06). The Fearful group reported the lowest ratings of self- 
esteem, and was signif'icantly lower than the Dismissive group (M= 34.62, SD= 4.573, as 
well. There was no difference betweein the Dismissive group and either the Secure or 
Preoccupied groups. There was no significant difference between the Fearful and 
Preoccupied groups. 
There was not a significant effect for self-for-givingvress, univariate F(3, 124)= 
2.66, y> .05, partial eta squared= .06. See Table 9 for a summary of the mean scores and 
F values. 
A one-way, between-groups ANOVA was then performed to consider another 
personality variable (see Table 9), trait forgivingness ofothers [using the score on the 
Trait Forgivingness Scale (TFS; Berry et al., 2003)l. The independent variable was 
attachment style based on the answers to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure 
(ECR). Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, 
univariate and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and 
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multicollinearity, with no serious violations noted. There was no significant effect of 
attachment on trait forgivirtgrtess ofothers, univariate F(3, 124)= 1.57, y> .05ns. 
Fblidzy Analyses ofthe ECR crud the RQ. A series of four ANOVAs were 
performed to analyze the validity of the Relationship Questionnaire and the Experiences 
in Close Relationships (see Table 10). The dependent variables used were the four 
attachment descriptions of the RQ: the tendency to describe orieselfas Secllre in 
relntionshlys, tenderkcy to describe orkeself ns Dismissive irk relatiomshiys, tendency to 
describe orkeselfas Preocclqied in relationshiys, and the tendency to describe orreself as 
Femjiil in relationshiys. The independent variable was attachment style based on the 
answers to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary 
assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate and 
multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and multicollinearity, 
with no serious violations noted. There were significant differences between groups on 
the four ANOVAs examining how participants described their own attachment styles 
within relationships 
There was a significant difference in terjderkcy to describe oneself as Secure irr 
relntiorlshiys, univariate F(3, 125 j= 12.35, y< .00 1. Post-hoc comparisons using the 
Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for tendency to describe oneselfas Sentre 
for the Secure group (M= 5.15, SD= 1.23) was significantly higher than both the Fearful 
and Dismissive groups (Mpe&l= 3.25, SDF&,= 1.56; MDlsmss,,,= 3.62, SDDlsmlssl~e= 
1.61). The Fearhi group was significantly lower than the Preoccupied group (M= 4.44, 
SD= 1.37). There were no differences between the Secure group and the Preoccupied 
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group, nor were there differences between the Dismissive group and either the Fearhl or 
Preoccupied groups in the terrderrcy to describe orreselfas Seczire im relc~fior~ships. The 
te?ide?iey to describe orleselfns Fea~ftil irr relcttionshiys was significant, univariate F(3, 
125)= 12.75,pC .001. Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean 
score for teridency to describe oneselfns Fearjizl in relutiorish@s for the Fearfkl group 
(M= 5.39, SD= 1.63) was significantly higher than both the Preoccupied and Secure 
groups (Mpr$occuylt.d= 3.74, SDpreoccuplod1 1.63; M~ecure= 3 12, SDsecWcE 1.85). The Secure 
group reported the lowest ratings of tendency to describe oneselfas Femjrl in 
relationshiys, and was significantly lower than the Dismissive group (M= 4.69, SD= 
1.80), as well. There was no difference between the Dismissive group and either the 
Fearhl or Preoccupied groups. There was so significant difference between the Secure 
and Preoccupied groups. 
There was a significant difTerence in tendency to describe oneseyas Preocc~pied 
in relationshiys, univariate F(3, 125)= 1 1.34, y< .OO 1. Post-hoc comparisons using the 
LSD test indicated that the mean score for tendency to describe orieselfas Preocciiyied 
for the Preoccupied group (M= 4.44, SD= 1.68) was significantly higher than all the other 
groups (MsGcure = 2.94, SDs,,,, = 1.22; M F ~ ~ ~ ~  = 3.52, SDFearful = 1.19; MDlstnluslvr: = 2.3 1, 
SDDlsmsslv, = 1.1 I )  The Dismissive group reported the lowest ratings of tendency to 
describe orteselfas Fem$J in relationshiys, and was signiiicantly lower than the Fearhl 
group, as well. There were no differences between the Secure group and either the 
Feaf i l  or Dismissive groups. 
163 
There was a significant difference in terdertcy to describe oneselfas Disnzissi-~ie in 
rel~~.tior~shiys, univariate F (3,125)= 10.15, y< .OO 1. Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD 
test indicated that the mean score for teridericy to describe onese2fas Dis~nissitv for the 
Dismissive group (M= 5.69, SD= 1.38) was significantly higher than both the Secure and 
Preoccupied (M~emre= 4.06, SDsecure= 1.46; Mpreoccupled= 3.44, SD~reocctl~ied = 1.48). The 
Preoccupied group was significantly lower than the Feaf i l  group (M= 4.70, SD= 1.41), 
as well. There were no differences between the Secure group and either the Fea~ful or 
Preoccupied groups, nor was there a difference between the Dismissive and the Fearhl 
groups. 
These results, showing that there are significant differences between attachment 
groups as defined by the ECR in the tendencies to describe relational attachment styles 
using the RQ, validate the use s f  the RQ for assessing attachment style. See Tabie 10 for 
a summary of mean scores, standard deviations, and F values. 
Repeated Mea~~rres AnaEyses, Charges Over Time 
For Hypothesis 5, the dependent variables, multivariate F's for the independent 
variables, and univariate F's for each dependent variable are presented in Tables 11 
through 13. A series of one-way (i.e., attachment style) between-groups univariate 
analyses of variance (ANOVAs) was run, a Chi-square comparison was made, and Runs 
tests were conducted to explore the dual impact of time and the four attachment styles on 
changes in attachment over time. 
Chnrrge in attachmerlt over tinze analyses of variance. In the first set of analyses 
(see Table 11) examining change in attachment over time at two measurement occasions 
Table 1 I Remlrsfor Mixed-Model(,4ttclchnzent x t(s.)/ Attalyses of bbr.ic~~r,lce nt t l  arid t j  itsirjg the Attnchl~~errt SQlt:s as 
Hetn~eerr-G~.orly Irideyerrdur~t Variable 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearhl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate 17 
Anxiety Dimension of ECR " 
Time 1 
Mean 2.89 4.33 4.88 2.73 Univariate F (3, 1 IS)= 70.05**" 
s D  (n) 0.66 (30) 0.61 (41) 0.60 (36) 0.51 (12) 
Time 5 
Mean 2.80 4.22 4.59 2.94 
s D  ( 4  0.78 (30) 0.71 (41) 0.74 (36) 0.94 (12) 
Avoidance Dimension of ECR 
Time 1 
Mean 2.22 4.00 2.60 4.17 Univariate F (3 ,  1 IS)= 65.54""" 
s D  '$1 0.50 (30) 0.64 (41) 0.55 (36) 0.93 (12) 
Tirne 5 
Mean 2.45 4.05 2.68 3.83 
SD (n) 0.66 (30) 0.68 (41) 0.70 (36) 0.97 (12) 
Easy to Be Emotionally Close to Others (Secure) Description of RQ " 
Time 1 
Mean 5.14 3.23 4.46 3.75 
s D  In) 1.27 (29) 1.49 (40) 1.36 (35) 1.60 (12) 
Time 5 
Mean 4.97 3.45 4.53 4.00 
SD (n) 1.15 (29) 1.57 (40) 1.25 (35) 1.21 (12) 
Univariate F (3, 1 12)= 13.89"** 
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Table 11 Results for Mixed-Model [Attachment x t(s)] Analyses of Variance at t 1 and t5 using the A t t a ~ h m ~ n t  Styles as 
Between-Group Independent Variable (continued) 
" Mixed Between-Within Preoccriyied Description of RQ ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 1 14)= 12.77*** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 1 14)= 0.08ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 114)= 0.0911s 
k i x e d  Between-Within Disniissive Description of K Q  ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 1 13)= 13.84' * * 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (I ,  1 13)= 0.5911s 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 113)= ,06111s 
* y=.05 ns. **p=.01. ***p= ,001 
Table 12 Chi-Syltclre C'on7p~rrisorrs for Attcrchrnerlt  yes at Tinzes 1 cirrd 5 
x2 (d+9)= 13 1.71*** 
" p =  .05 ns. **p= .01. ***p= .00] 
Table 13 Rlrns Testsfor Changes in Attuchn~errf Types Behr1een fl and t5 
Time 1 
Attachment 
Style 
Change No Change Statistical value 
Time 5 Attachment Style 
Secure 
Preoccupied 
Dismissive 
Secure attachment type 
Fearhi attachment type 
Preoccupied attachment type 
Dismissive attachment type 
Secure 
22 
1 
3 
2 
* y=.05 ns. ** y=.01. *** y= ,001 
Fearhl 
1 
3 5 
7 
4 
Preoccupied 
2 
2 
25 
1 
Dismissive 
5 
3 
1 
5 
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from t l  to t5, I examined the effects of time and adult attachment style on changes in the 
.4r~~ie& and Avoidor~ce dimerrsiorrs of the ECR, as well as the participants' tendencies to 
describe their own aaachmer~t styles within romantic relationships (RQ). The 
independent variables were time and attachment style based on the answers to the 
Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary assumption testing was 
conducted to check for normality, linearity, and homogeneity of variance-covariance 
matrices, with no serious violations noted for the Anxiety and Avoidance dimensions. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on the Amxiep dinlensiou of the ECR at the initial measurement occasion 
(t 1) and the final measurement occasion (tj), about four weeks after the t 1. There was no 
interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 115)= 1.85,p> .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .05, partial eta squared= .05. There was also no significant main 
effect for time, univariate F (1, 11 5)= 1.03, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .Of, partial eta 
squared= .01. There was a significant main effect for attachment style at t l ,  univariate F 
(3, 1 15)= 70.05, y< .OO 1, partial eta squared= .65. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey 
HSD test indicated that the mean score for the Au~xiety dimension for the Preoccupied 
group (M= 4.88, SD= 0.60) was signiikantly higher than all the other groups (Ms,,,, = 
2.89, SDsOcUrc= 0.66; M ~ a h l =  4.33, SDF&,= 0.6 1; MDlsmsstve= 2.73, SDDI,,,,V,= 0.5 1). 
The Fearhi group was also significantly different than all the other groups, as well. 
There was no significant difference between the Secure and Dismissive groups. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on the .4voidmice dinzensiort of the ECR at the initial measurement 
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occasion (t I )  and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks after the t l .  
There was no interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3,115) = 2.49, 
y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .07, partial eta squared= .O6. There was also no significant 
main effect for time, univariate F (1, 1 15)= .0 1, y >  .05, Roy's Largest Root< ,001, partial 
eta squared< .001. There was a significant main effect for attachment style at t I, 
univariate F (3, 1 15)- 65.54, y <  .001, partial eta squared= .63. Post-hoc comparisons 
using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for the Avoidance dimensiorrfor 
the Dismissive group (M= 4.17, SD= 0.93) was significantly higher than both the Secure 
and Preoccupied groups (M~,,ur~= 2.22, SDsecure= 0.50; M~reoccu~led= 2.60, SDpreoccupled= 
0.55). The Fearful group @f= 4.00, SD= 0.64) was significantly different from both the 
Secure and Preoccupied groups, as well. There were no significant differences between 
the Secure and Preoccupied groups, nor was there a difference between the Fearhl and 
Dismissive groups for scores on the Avoidarrce dinzerrsion. 
A third one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare participants' tendency to describe oneselfas Secz-tre in relationships at the initial 
measurement occasion (tl) and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks 
after t I. There was no interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 
112)=.44, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .01, partial eta squared= .01. There was also no 
significant main effect for time, univariate F (1, 112)= .35,p> .05, Roy's Largest Root= 
.003, partial eta squared= .003. There was a significant main effect for attachment style 
at t 1, univariate F (3, 1 12)= 13.89, p< .OO 1, partial eta squared= .27. Post-hoc 
comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for the ter~derlc? to describe 
oneselfas Secure irr relrxtionshzps for the Secure group (M= 5.14, SD= 1.27) was 
significantly higher than both the Fearful and Dismissive groups (MFearki= 3.23, 
SDFeai= f .49; MD,~,~~,,,= 3.75, SDD,,,,~~~~,= 1.60). The Preoccupied group (M= 4.46, 
SD= 1.36) was significantly different from the Fearful group, as well. There were no 
significant differences between the Secure and Preoccupied groups, nor was there a 
difference between the Fearful and Dismissive groups for scores on the tendency ro 
describe oneself as Secitre in relationships. 
A fourth one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare participants' teridency to describe orieseIfas Fem$ll in relatiowshps at the 
initial measurement occasion ( t l )  and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four 
weeks after the t I. There was no interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (3, 1 l3)= .19, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .0 1, partial eta squared= .01. 
There was also no significant main effect for time, univariate F (I, 113)= 1.03,p> .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .01, partial eta squared= .01. There was a significant main effect 
for attachment style at t 1, univariate F (3, 1 13)= 15.73, p< .001, partial eta squared= .30. 
Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for the fertderrc-v 
to describe oneself as Fem$ll irr relatiorjships for the F e d l  group (M= 5.38, SD= 1.64) 
was significantly higher than both the Secure and Preoccupied (MSG,,= 3.10, SDs,,,,= 
1.86; Mpr,,,,u,,,~= 3.83, SDpm,,cupl,(t= 1.58). The Dismissive (m= 4.67, SD= 1.88) group 
was significantly higher than the Secure group, as well. There were no significant 
differences between the Dismissive group and either the FearfUl or Preoccupied groups, 
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nor was there a difference between the Secure group and the Preoccupied group for 
scores on the tertdericy to descrzbe orjeselfas Sec~rre iw rekltiorfships. 
A fifth one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare participants' tendency to describe orieselfas Preocczlpied irl relationships at the 
initial measurement occasion (tl) and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four 
weeks aRer the t 1. There was no interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (3, 1 14)= .09, p> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .002, partial eta squared< .O 1. 
There was also no significant main effect for time, univariate F (I,  114)= .08,p> .05, 
Roy's Largest Root< .01, partial eta squared< .0 1. There was a significant main effect 
for attachment style at t l ,  univariate F (3, 114)= 12.77, y< .001, partial eta squared= .25. 
Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for the terrdericy 
to describe oneselfas Preoccripied iw relatiorlshrps for the Preoccupied group (M= 4.47, 
SD= 1.63) was significantly higher than all the other groups (Ms,,,= 3.00, SDS,,,,,= 
1.23; MFeml= 3.50, SD~,rnl= 1.20; M~tsmsslvt= 2.42, SD~tsmsslvc= 1.08). The Fearful 
group was significantly higher than the Dismissive group, as well. There were no 
signiikant differences between the Secure group and either the Fearful or Dismissive 
groups for scores on the tendericy to describe oneselfas Preoccltyied in relarionshiys. 
A sixth one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare participants' tendeutcy to describe orreself as Disnlissive iri relntionshiys at the 
initial measurement occasion (t 1) and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four 
weeks after the t l .  There was no interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (3, 113)= .6 1, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .02, partial eta squared= .02. 
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There was also no significant main effect for time, univariate F (1, 113)= .59, y> .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .0 1, partial eta squared= .0 1. There was a significant main effect 
for attachment style at t l ,  univariate F (3, 1 l3)= 13.84, y< .001, partial eta squared= .27 
Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for the ferrdency 
to describe orreselfas Disnlissive in relationships for the Dismissive group (M= 5.58, 
SD= 1.38) was significantly higher than all the other groups (Msecllic= 3.57, SDsecurc= 
1.3 1 ; MFeaml= 4.67, SD~,artul= 1.3 6; Mpreoccupled= 3.42, SD~reoceuprzd= 1.3 8). The F e d 1  
group was significantly higher than the Preoccupied group, as well. There were no 
significant differences between the Secure and either the Fearfbl or Preoccupied groups 
for scores on the terrder~cy :YO describe orleself'as Semire in reZczfiorrshiys. 
The results of these one-way, between-group, repeated measures ANOVAs show 
that attachment styles do not change over time in response to a relationship break-up. A 
summary of the mean scores, standard deviations, and F values for these dependent 
variables can be seen on Table 10. 
Charlge zri attachment over time chi-spare compmisori. The second set of 
analysis used a chi-square comparison to examine whether participants had changed 
between secure and insecure attachment styles from t l  to t5 (see Table 12). The 
comparison of all four Attachment Styles at t 1 and t5 found significant differences ((df- 
9)= ~2 13 1.71, y< ,001) over time. The results of these chi-square tests should be 
considered within the larger context of the hypothesis, which found no significant change 
in attachment style, avoidance dimensions, or anxiety dimensions over time. It is 
recommended that these chi-square tests be done with a larger sample. 
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Analysis of change of attachment categories. A series of four nonpararnetric 
statistical Runs tests were conducted to assess whether participants' changing attachment 
styles between t l  and t5 was random (see Table 13). Based on the results of these tests, 
the movement between the Secure @= .45), Fearful @= .44), and Preoccupied @= .46) 
groups at t l  to other attachment styles at t5 was random. Additionally, with the 
Bonferroni correction of .Ol, the movement from the Dismissive group at t l  to other 
groups at t5 (p= -0311s) was also not significant. The small sampling of Dismissive 
participants could have influenced these findings. 
Changes in Responses to Own and Partner's Transgressions Over Time 
For Hypothesis 6, the dependent variables, multivariate F's for the independent 
variables, and univariate F's for each dependent variable are presented in Tables 14 and 
15. A series of one-way (i.e., attachment style) between-groups univariate analyses of 
variance (ANOVAs) were conducted to explore the dual impact of time and the four 
attachment styles on changes in participants' responses to their own and their former 
partners' transgressions within the relationship. 
Change in responses to own transgressions over time. In the first set of analyses 
examining change in responses to own transgressions over time at five measurement 
occasions from tl to t5 (see Table 14), I examined the effects of time and adult 
attachment style on changes in the assessment of the severity of own wrongdoing, 
spiritual damage, change in the way I look at myseK rumination about wrongdoing, 
revenge on self, avoidance of self, anger at self, conciliation with self, emotional 
forgiveness of seK willful forgiveness of self(as measured by the SIF self), and decisional 
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Table 14 .4rtnlyses with Repented Measures (at tl auld t j )  by Attach~~fewt nuid lIvliv~~crr.inte F-Ratiosfor. Responses to 0\i1u 
Trntisgressio~i Ilepewdent 1/Tnsiubles (contirl1,ed) 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearfbl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate I; 
Rumination (Think about wrongdoing) 
Time 1 
Mean 4.20 4.75 5.25 4.67 Univariate F (3, 1 14)= 1.53ns 
SD (n) 1.79 (30) 1.81 (40) 1.70 (36) 1.67 (12) 
Time 5 
Mean 3.43 3.56 3.75 3.00 
SD ( 4  1.81 (30) 1.42 (40) 1.63 (36) 1.91 (12) 
Revenge on Self " 
Time I 
Mean 6.93 7.75 
sD ( 4  2.25 (27) 2.86 (36) 
Time 2 
Mean 6.81 7.67 
SD (n) 2.68 (27) 2.78 (36) 
Time 3 
Mean 6.44 7.50 
sD ( 4  1.99(27) 2.83(36) 
Time 4 
Mean 6.41 7.03 
s D  (4 2.02(27) 3.13(36) 
Time 5 
Mean 6.41 7.47 
s D  ( 4  1.93(27) 2.76(36) 
Univariate 1; (3, 102)= 0.9511s 
Table 14 Atmlyses with RepeufedMens~~res (nf t l  ntd 15) by Attnchmer~l cwd IJr~ivmiate F'-lZr~ti~~$>r J < ~ . S ~ O I I S ~ S  to Ol.tvtt 
Trar)~g~'essiorr 1)el~erlder)t Vcrrir~bles (con firnled) 
Secure 
Avoidance of Selft 
Tjtne 1 
Mean 
sn ( 4  
Time 2 
Mean 
SD (4 
Time 3 
Mean 
SD (n) 
Time 4 
Mean 
SD ( 4  
Time 5 
Mean 
SD (n) 
Anger at Self" 
Time 1 
Mean 
SD (n) 
Time 5 
Mean 
SD (4 
ATTACHMEiNT STYLE 
Fearfhl Preoccupied 
- -- - 
Dismissive Univariate F 
Univariate F (3, 104)= 2.9911s 
Univariate F (3, 1 15)= 0.74ns 
Table 14 Arralyses with Repented Merus~lres (of tl ar~d t5) by Atfach~?~eftt arrd IJrlivwinte F-Rotiosjos Resporrses to O u ~ l  
Tsansgressiorr l)epetrderif Variubles ('or~tin~ied) 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearfbl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate F 
Conciliation with self" 
Time 1 
Mean 20.75 
s D  (n) 5.02 (28) 
Time 2 
Mean 20.29 
s D  ( 4  4.28 (28) 
Time 3 
Mean 22.64 
s D  ( 4  4.86 (28) 
Time 4 
Mean 21.32 
s D  (n) 3.54 (28) 
Time 5 
Mean 22.54 
s D  ( 4  3.75 (28) 
Emotional Forgiveness of Self1 
Time 1 
Mean 4.62 
s D  (n) 1.60 (30) 
Time 5 
Mean 5.87 
SD (n) 1.20 (30) 
Univariate F (3, 103)= 0.76ns 
Table 14 A tinlyses with Repeated Mea~rn~es (at tl a~id t5) by Attachlnertd and IJriiv~rriate F-Ratios for Responses to 0 1 ~ ~  
Trarisgressiow Depetlderit rlnri~rbles (coritimled) 
ATTACE-IMENT STYLE 
Secure Fear fbl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate 1; 
Forgiveness of Self (SIF) j 
Time 1 
Mean 2.73 
(n) 1.20 (30) 
Time 5 
Mean 3.37 
s D  ( 4  0.85 (30) 
Decisional Forgiveness of self" 
Time 1 
Mean 4.50 
s D  ( 4  1.85 (30) 
Time 5 
Mean 5.83 
SD (n) 1.21 (30) 
Univariate 1' (3, 1 14)= 1.07ns 
Univariate F (13, 116)= 3.20*ns 

Table 14 A rrcdyses with Repented Meas~rres (at t l  arrd tj-) by A ftnchn~ent and IJrrivc~rinte F-Ratios for. Resporrses to Orvrr 
liwrrsgressiorr Deperrdent T.hriab/es (co~rtinlred) 
' ~ i x e d  Between-Within Avoidance of Self ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 104)= 2.9911s 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (4, 10l)= 4.07** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (4, 103)= 1.3811s 
"ixed Between-Within Anger at Self ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time I (3, 115)= 0.7411s 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (I,  1 IS)= 62.54*** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (43, 1 15)= 0.94ns 
Mixed Between-Within Conciliation with Self ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F f o r  Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 103)= 0.76ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, loo)= 3.19"ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (4, 102)= 1.52ns 
' Mixed Between-Within Emotional Forgiveness of Self ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 1 15)= 2.85"ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 1 IS)= 18.69""" 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 1 IS)= 0.3 Ins 
j Mixed Between-Within Forgiveness of Self (SIF) ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 114)= 1.07ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 1 14)=: 41.78*** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 114)= 0.50ns 
Table 14 Arwlyses ~rjith Repeated Measrlres (d tl arld t5) by Attachll~ent and lTriivcfrinte F-Ratiosfor Resyorlses to Olcrr 
Trar/sgressior/ Ileyerldent Yariclbles (cowtiruieLJ) 
k Mixed Between-Within Decisional Forgiveness of Self ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 1 16)= 3.20*ttls 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (I,  1 1 6)= 5.12*ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 1 16)= 1.4411s 
*p<.05 ns. **p<.Ol. ***p<.00 1 
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Table 15 Atralyses with RepeatedMeaszdres (nt t l  arid t5) by Attach~nerit arid Ilriivcviate F-Ratiosfor Resporrses to Pnrfrier 's 
Trmsgre ssiotis Dependent Variables (cowtinlted) 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearhl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariale F 
- 
Revenge on Partner 
Time 1 
Mean 6.56 9.00 8.66 8.09 Univariate F (3, loo)= 1.76ns 
s D  ( 4  3.12(27) 4.62(37) 4.88(29) 4.40 (1 1) 
Time 2 
Mean 7.04 9.73 8.55 6.91 
s D  ( 4  3.07(27) 4.89(37) 4.16(29) 2,.59 (1 1) 
Time 3 
Mean 6.71 8.86 8.14 7.36 
sD ( 4  2.45(27) 4.77(37) 4.23(29) 3.01 (1 1) 
Time 4 
Mean 6.48 7.97 8.24 7.91 
s D  (n) 2.28(27) 4.27(37) 4.09(29) 3.67 (1 I) 
Time 5 
Mean 6.52 7.62 8.34 7.18 
SD (n) 2.50(27) 4.24(37) 4.11(29) 3.19 j l  I )  
Anger at Partner " 
Time 1 
Mean 4.08",~ 5.00" 5.68b," 5.55"7C Univariate F (3, 1 15)= 6.62""" 
SD (n) 1.88 (30) 1.80 (41) 1.45 (37) 2.11 (11) 
Time 5 
Mean 2.28 3.63 3.65 3.36 
s D  (n) 1.42 (30) 1.83 (41) 2.04 (37) 1.43 (1 1) 
n
 
-4 3
 
w
 
m
o
o
 
l
 r
 
g 2 G' m w 
P
 W
 
?
 
-? 
oo 
-
 
N
-
 
n
 
fJ 
w
 
M
O
O
 
P
 7
 
b
 
-
 
N
 
3
 
n
 
r-4 
m
 
w
 
00 
"
 
o\ 9
 
2 
n
 
n
 
n
 
n
 
n
 
2
%
 
00 
0
0
 
0
0
 
w
 
&
w
 
W
 
w
 
P
I 
w
 
N
 
w
 
m
'n
 
b
-
' 
w
o
 
a
m
 
c
a
m
 
"
 C? 
m
. 4
 
"
 
O
O
C
?
 
CiO'
 
?
=
. 
"
"
 
"01 
2 
~
;
m
 
-
'm
 
~
m
 
N
 
P
I 
-
 
W
 
N
 
Table 15 AviaEyses with Repeated Meas~wes (at tl  avid t3) by Attaclzn7et)t mjd ITriivarinte F-Ratiosfor. Respottses to Partrier 's 
Tramsgr-essiorls Z)epefidetrt klarinbles (coritin~led) 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearhl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate F 
Emotional Forgiveness of Partner ' 
Time 1 
Mean 4.67 3.83 3.94 3.50 Univariate F (3, 1 14)= 3.7 1 *ns 
s D  (n) 1.54 (30) 1.71(40) 2.07(36) 1.62 (12) 
Time 5 
Mean 5.55 4.43 4.28 4.00 
s D  (n) 1.37 (30) 1.87 (40) 1.99 (36) 2,.22 (12) 
Forgiveness of Partner (SIF) " 
Time 1 
Mean 2.73 2.20 2.08 2.00 Univariate F (3, 1 14)= 2.37ns 
s D  (n) 0.98 (30) 1.20 (40) 1.23 (36) 1.41 (12) 
Time 5 
Mean 3.10 2.73 2.40 2.50 
s D  (n) 0.96 (30) 1.22 (40) 1.28 (36) 1.51 (12) 
Decisional Forgiveness of Partner 
Tlme I 
Mean 4.76 4.30 4.16 4.00 Univariate F (3, 1 14)= 2.7211s 
sD (4 1.66 (29) 1.76 (40) 1.99 (37) 1.41 (12) 
Time 5 
Mean 5.45 4.23 4.35 4.17 
s D  ( 4  1.45 (29) 1.85 (40) 1.86 (37) 2.17 (12) 
Table 15 Ar~alyses 14ittz ReyeatedMeaatres (at t l  and t5) by Attaclzmerit ar~d lJrlivwiate F-Rntios for Resyorrses to Pmtr~er 's 
Trarlsgressiorr s Dependent Fcrriables (co~rtinrted) 
" Mixed Between-Within Avoidance of Partner ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 102)= 2.7811s 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (4, 99)= 4.67** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (4, 101)= 2.44ns 
b Mixed Between-Within Revenge on Partner ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, loo)= 1.76ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (4, 97)= 1.60ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (4, 99)= 5.23** 
Mixed Between-Within Anger at Partner ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 1 15)= 6.62** * 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 115)= 70.03*** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 1 IS)= 0.83ns 
d Mixed Between-Within Empathy for Partner ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 109)= 2.3611s 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 109)= 0.0 1 ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 109)= 0.47ns 
" Mixed Between-Within Conciliation with Partner ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 104)= 3,92*ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (4, 10 I)= 1.12ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (4, 103)= 1.441s 
Table 15 Analyses with Repeated Meas~rres (at t l  atrd t5, by Attachmevlt a ~ d  IJrlivc-iate F-Ratios for Resporises to l'mtrier 's 
Trc~~lsgressiotls Deperident Variables (contirllted) 
f Mixed Between-Within Emotional Forgiveness of Partner ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 114)= 3.71 *ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 1 14)= 8.20** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 1 1 4 ) ~  0.4411s 
W i x e d  Between-Within Forgiveness of Partner (SIF) ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 1 14)= 2.3711s 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 114)= 17.05*** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 114)= 0.3211s 
Mixed Between-Within Decisional Forgiveness of Partner ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 114)= 2.72ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F' for Time (1, 1 14)= 1.2 1 ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 114)= 0.72ns 
*g=.05 ns, * * ~ = . 0 1 .  ***p= .001 
;" Means that are not different aty< .O1 are indicated by the same superscript 
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forgiveness ofseg The independent variables were time and attachment style based on 
the answers to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary 
assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, and homogeneity of 
variance-covariance matrices, with violations noted for the equality of covariance 
assumption for revenge or1 selJ; and the assumption of equality of error variances for 
conciliatiorl with self for t 1 and t5 . The alpha was already corrected to .0 1 using a 
modified Bonferroni approach, so there was no further need to correct the alpha. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on severity of wror~gdoirg at the initial measurement occasion (t 1) and 
the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks after the t I. There was no 
interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 1 17)= 1.38, y >  .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .04, partial eta squared= .03. There was no significant main effect 
for time, univariate F (1, 117)= 0.41,p> .05, Roy's Largest Root< 0.01, partial eta 
squared< 0.0 1. There was no significant main effect for attachment style at t 1, univariate 
F (3, 1 17)= 0.65, y >  .05, partial eta squared= .02. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on syiriti,{al damage at the initial measurement occasion (t 1) and the final 
measurement occasion jt5), about four weeks after the t 1. There was no interaction effect 
for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 1 17)= 0.3 1, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= 
.0 1, partial eta squared= .01. There was no significant main effect for time, univariate F 
(1, 117)= 0 . 2 0 , p  .05, Roy's Largest Root< 0.01, partial eta squared< 0.01. There was 
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also no significant main effect for attachment style at t 1, univariate F (3,  1 17)= 2.56,p> 
.05, partia! eta squared= .06. 
A third one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on chatige in wluy I look at myselfat the initial measurement occasion (ti  j 
and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks after the t 1. There was no 
interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 113)= 0.91, y> .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .02, partial eta squared= .02. There was no significant main effect 
for time, univariate F (1, 1 16j= 0.08, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root< 0.0 1, partial eta 
squared< 0.0 1. There was also no significant main effect for attachment style at t l ,  
univariate F (3, 116)= 2.36, y> .05, partial eta squared= .06. 
The fourth one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA for this set of 
analyses was conducted to compare scores on n~minutiot~ at the initial measurement 
occasion jt 1 j and the final measurement occasion (t5 j, about four weeks following t 1. 
There was no significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 
1 14j= 1.0 1, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .O3, partial eta squared= .02. There was a 
significant main effect for time, univariate F (1, 114j= 41.23, y< .001, Wilks' Lambda= 
0.73, partial eta squared= .27. There was not a significant main effect for attachment 
style at t 1, univariate F (3, 1 14)= 1.53, y> .05, partial eta squared= .04. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on revenge on self at the initial measurement occasion (t 1 j and the 
following four measurement occasions (t2 through t5 j, each about one week in between 
following t l .  There was not a significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
i9i 
~lnivariate F (4, 101)= 1.42,p> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .06, partial eta squared= .05. 
There was not a significant main effect for time, univariate F (4, 99)= 0.60, y> .05, Roy's 
Largest Root= 0.02, partial eta squared= .02. There was not a significant main eflect for 
attachment style at t 1 either, univariate F (3, 102)= 0.95, y >  .05, partial eta squared= .03. 
A second one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on avoidance of sevat the initial measurement occasion (tl) and the 
following four measurement occasions (t2 through t5), each about one week in between 
foliowing t 1. There was not a significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (4, 103)= 1.38, y >  .05, Roy's Largest Root= .05, partial eta squared= .05. 
There was a significant main effect for time, univariate F (4, 101)= 4.07, y <  .O I, Wilks' 
Lambda= 0.86, partial eta squared= .14. There was not a significant main effect for 
attachment style at t l ,  univariate F (3, 104)= 2.99, y< .05ns, partial eta squared= .08. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on arjger at self at the initial measurement occasion (t 1) and the finai 
measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks following t 1. There was no significant 
interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 115)= 0.94, y >  .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .03, partial eta squared= .02. There was a signiiicant main effect 
for time, univariate F (1, 115)= 62.54,y< .001, Wilks' Lambda= 0.65, partial eta 
squared= .3 5. There was not a significant main effect for attachment style at t i ,  
univariate F (3, I 15)= 0.74, y >  .05, partial eta squared= .02. 
Another one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on corrciliatiori with self at the initial measurement occasion (t 1) and the 
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following four measurement occasions (t2 through t5), each about one week in between 
fo!!owing t I .  There was not a significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (4, 102)= 1.52, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .O6, partial eta squared= .06. 
There was no significant main effect for time, univariate F (4, 100)= 3.19, y< .05ns, 
Roy's Largest Root= 0.13, partial eta squared= .I  1. There was no significant main effect 
for attachment style at t 1, univariate F (3, 103)= 0.76, y> .05, partial eta squared= .02. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on enlotior~nl forgiveness ofself at the initial measurement occasion (ti) 
and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks after the t 1. There was no 
interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 115)= 0.3 1, y> .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .0 1, partial eta squared= .0 1. There was, however, a significant 
main effect for time, univariate F (1, 115)= 1 8 . 6 9 , p  .001, Roy's Largest Root= 0.86, 
partial eta squared= .14. There was not a significant main effect for attachment styie at 
t 1, univariate F (3, 1 15)= 2.85, y< .05ns, partial eta squared= .07. 
Another one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on willful forgiveness of self(on the SIF) at the initial measurement 
occasion (t 1) and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks after the t i .  
There was no interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 1 14)= 0.50, 
y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .01, partial eta squared= .01. There was a significant main 
effect for time, univariate F (1, 114)= 41.78, y< .001, Wilks' Lambda= 0.73, partial eta 
squared= .27. There was no significant main effect for attachment style at t l ,  univariate 
F (3, i 14)= 1.07, y> .05, partial eta squared= .03. 
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A final one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
cornpre scores on decisior~c~lforgiverress of self at the initial measurement occasion (t 1) 
and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks after the t l .  There was no 
interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 116)= 1.44, y> .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .04, partial eta squared= .04. There was not a significant main 
effect for time, univariate F (1, 1 16j= 5.12, y< .05ns, Roy's Largest Root= 0.04, partial 
eta squared= .04. There was also not a significant main effect for attachment style at t l ,  
univariate F (3, 116)= 3.20,y< .05ns, partial eta squared= .08. 
The results of these one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVAs are, 
for the most part, not surprising. There were no significant interaction effects for any of 
the variables examined. There were no significant differences for attachment styles for 
severiq ofwrorrgdoirrg, nlminatiorr, revenge on seE avoidance ofselJ; arrger at s e g  
conciliurion with se2JI emotionalforgiveness of seEJ; willhl forgiveness of s e g  and 
decisionalfo~gzvertess of selffor the analyses that were done for hypotheses 1-4, iooking 
at group differences at the initial data collection point. However, when spirit~tccl darnage 
and charge irr way 1 look ar nzyselfwere analyzed in a MANOVA, significant differences 
were found in attachment styles, whereas they were not found in this repeated measures 
ANOVA. There were changes over time in ritminarion, avoidarrce ofselJ; atiger a t  se& 
emotior~al forgiverress of self, and wiZZjll forgiveness ofselJ: A summary of the group 
means scores, standard deviations, and F values for the repeated measures can be seen on 
Table 14. 
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C'h~x~lge in responses to ynrtrler 's trarisgressior~s over- time. In this second set of 
analyses examining change in responses to partner's transgressions over time at five 
measurement occasions from t 1 to t5 (See table 15), I examined the effects of time and 
adult attachment style on changes in the avoidance ofyurtrter; revenge orrlJarmer, anger 
at parmer, eniyathy for partrier, cotlciliation with partner, emotioncriforgivetless of 
purniel; ~tilIfi~ilforgiverress ofpcrtr~er (as measured by the SIF), and decisional 
forgiveness ofpurmer. The independent variables were time and attachment style based 
on the answers to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary 
assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, and homogeneity of 
variance-covariance matrices, with one violation noted for the equality of covariance 
assumption for revenge on ymtr~er, arid a violations noted for the equality of error 
variance assumption for arlger atpcrtr~er for t5. As the alpha had already been adjusted 
to .01 using a modified Bonferroni approach to account for inflated test-wise alpha, there 
was no hrther correction needed. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on avoidance ofpmtrter at the initial measurement occasio~l ( t i )  and the 
following four measurement occasions (t2 through t5), each about one week in between 
foiiowing t 1. There was not a significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (4, 10 1)= 2.44, p> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .lo, partial eta squared= .09. 
There was a significant main effect for time, univariate F (4, 99)= 4.67, p< .01, Wilks' 
Lambda= 0.84, partial eta squared= .16. There was not a significant main effect for 
attachment style at t l ,  univariate F (3, 102)= 2.28, y> .05, partial eta squared= .O6. 
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A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on revertge on ycwturer at the initial measurement occasion (t 1) m.d the 
following four measurement occasions (t2 through t5), each about one week in between 
foilowing t 1. There was a significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (4, 99 )= 5.23, p= .OO 1, Roy's Largest Root= .2 1, partial eta squared= .18 
(see Figure 1). There was not a significant main effect for time, univariate F (4, 97)= 
1.60, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= 0.07, partial eta squared= .06. There was not a 
significant main effect for attachment style at t l ,  univariate F (3, 100)= 1.76, p> .05, 
partial eta squared= .05. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on anger atporttier at the initial measurement occasion (t 1) and the final 
measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks following t l .  There was no significant 
interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 115)= 0.83, p> .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .02, partial eta squared= .02. There was a significant main effect 
for time, univariate F (1, 115)= 7 0 . 0 3 , p  .001, W-ilks' Lambda= 0.62, partial eta 
squared= 2 8 .  There was a significant main effect for attachment style at t l ,  univariate F 
(3, 1 15)= 6.62, y< .OO 1, partial eta squared= .15. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tuicey 
HSD test indicated that the mean score for anger at partner for the Secure group (M= 
4.08, SD= 1.88) was significantly lower than both the Fearful and Preoccupied groups 
(MFearful= 5.00, S D F ~ ~ , ~ =  1 .SO, Mpreoccupled= 5.68, SDProoccupte~= 1.45). There were no 
significant differences between the Dismissive group and the Secure, Feafi l ,  or 
Figure 1 
1 2 3 4 5 
Measurement Occasion 
1 - Secure 
- * - Fearful 
- -A- - Preoccupied 
1 -  - - -Dismissive 
Change in Motivation ro Seek Reverge orr Partner Over Time 
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Preoccupied groups, nor was there a difference between the Fearful and Preoccupied 
grcups. 
The fourth one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted 
to compare scores on emparhyforparmer at the initial measurement occasion (tl)  and the 
final measurement occasion (t5 ), about four weeks after the t I .  There was no interaction 
effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 109)= 0.47, y> .05, Roy's Largest 
Root= .0 1, partial eta squared= .0 1.  There was also not a significant main effect fortime, 
univariate F ( I ,  109)= 0.01, p> .05, Roy's Largest Root < .0 1, partial eta squared< .0 i .  
There was not a significant main effect for attachment style at t l ,  univariate F (3, 109j= 
2.36, p> .05, partial eta squared= .06. 
A fifth one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on conciliariot1 wirh partrier at the initial measurement occasion (t I j and 
the following four measurement occasions (t2 through t5 ), each about one week in 
between following t 1. There was not a significant interaction effect for time and 
attachment style, univariate F (4, IO3)= 1.44, p> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .06, partial eta 
squared= .05. There was no significant main effect for time, univariate F (4, 101 j= 1.22, 
y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= 0.04, partial eta squared= .04. There was not a significant 
main effect for attachment style at t l ,  although it did near significance, univariate F (3, 
104)= 2.28, y< .05ns, partial eta squared= . lo .  
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on el?iofiorral forgiverless ofpartrier at the initial measurement occasion 
( t i )  and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks after the t 1. There was no 
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interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 1 14)= 0.44, g> .05: 
R q ' s  Largest Root= .0 1, partial eta squared= .0 1. There was, however, a signiscant 
main effect for time, univariate F (I, 1 14)= 8.20, .O 1, Wilks' Lambda= 0.93, partial 
eta squared= .07. There was not a significant main effect for attachment style at t i  using 
the modified Bonferroni correction of .O 1, univariate F (3, i 14)= 3.71, y< .05ns, partial 
eta squared= .09. 
Another one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on willful forgiveness ofpartrier (on the S F )  at the initial measurement 
occasion (t 1) and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks after the t 1. 
There was no interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 1 14)= 0.32, 
y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .01, partial eta squared= .01. There was, however, a 
significant main effect for time, univariate F (1, 114)= 17.05, p< .001, Wilks' Lambda= 
0.87, partial eta squared= .13. There was not a significant main effect for attachment 
style at t l ,  univariate F (3, 114)= 2.37, y> .05, partial eta squared= .06. 
A final one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on decisional forgiverless ofpartrier at the initial measurement occasion 
(t 1 j and the final measurement occasion (t5 j, about four weeks after the t 1. There was no 
interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 114)= 0.73, y> .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .02, partial eta squared= .02. Additionally, there was not a 
significant main effect for time, univariate F (1, 114)= 1.21, p> .05, Roy's Largest Root= 
0.02, partial eta squared= .01. There was not a significant main efl'ect for attachment 
style at t I ,  univariate F (3, 1 14)= 2.72, p< .05ns, partial eta squared= .07. 
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The results of these one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVAs are 
not surprising. There was only one significant interaction between attachment sty!es zfid 
time, with Fearful pal-ticipatlts decreasing their motivations to seek revenge on their 
former partners (see Figure 1 j. There were no significant differences for attachment 
styles for avoidarlce ofycrtrter, ueveflge on yurmer; en~yathy for partner, cortciliarion 
with yclumer, emoriorralforgiverless ofyartrter, willful forgiverless ofyartrler, and 
decisional forgiveness ofyarmer; en~yuthyjoryartrler. for the analyses that were done for 
hypotheses 1-4, looking at group differences at the initial data collection point. As with 
the t I ,  there was a difference between attachment styles in arrgeu at yartrter. However, 
there were changes over time in avoidatrce ofyarnleu, ariger at ymttler, emotiotlcil 
Jorgivetless ofpc~rtrler, and willfill forgive~less ofparmer as measured by the S F .  A 
summary of the group means scores, standard deviations, and F values for the repeated 
measures can be seen on Table 15. 
Charges iri Responses to the Relationshy Fasiubles Over Time 
For Hypothesis 7, the dependent variables, multivariate F's for the independent 
variabies, and univariate F's for each dependent variable are presented in Tabie i6. A 
series of one-way (i.e., attachment style) between-groups univariate analyses of variance 
(ANOVAsj were conducted to explore the dual impact of rime and the four attachment 
styles on changes in participants' responses to the ending the relationship and other 
reiationship variables. 
Charge in enlotiorial resyorrses to the relatiomshly break-lip over tinle. In a series 
of anaiyses examining change in emotional response over time at two measurement 
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'Table 16 Ar~a[vses ~vith Repeated Mens~wes (at t l  arm! t5) by Attnchulent and l Jriivcriote F-R(7tiosJbr Respowses to 
Relotionship Drper~der~t Farinbles (cofltiwtied) 
ATTACFIMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearfil Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate F 
Negative Responsibility and Blame Attributions " 
Time 1 
Mean 25.59 26.84 27.81 25.60 Univariate F (3, 104)= 1.2811s 
s D  ( 4  8.11(29) 6.64(37) 6.04(32) 5.44 (10) 
Time 5 
Mean 27.12 27.49 29.67 24.80 
SD (n) 8.53 (29) 7.20 (37) 6.32 (32) 7.52 (10) 
Closeness with Partner 
Time 1 
Mean 5.59 5.41 5.73 6.00 Univariate F (3, 1 1.5)= 1.2511s 
SD in) 1.12 (29) 1.08 (42) 1.26 (37) 0.89 (I 1) 
Time 5 
Mean 5.57 5.14 5.59 5.45 
s D  (n) 1.10 (29) 1.14 (42) 1.06 (37) 1.13 (11) 
" Mixed Between-Wit hin Anxiety ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style iat Time 1 (3, 11 5)= 2,.39ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 1 15)- 67.95" ** 
Within Subjects IJnivariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3 ,  11 5)= 0.2211s 
Table 16 .4ncrlyses ~vitl? Repeated Mea~nres (a& t l  aud t j ,  by Attnchl?~ent and I7r1iixtriate F-R~rtiosjor Responses to 
Relationship Ijqendenf Fnriables (corltir~r~ed) 
"Mixed Between-Within Depression ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 1 14)= 6.14** * 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 1 14)= 1 10.74*** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 114)s 0.8411s 
Wixed  Between-Within Hurt ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 11 5)= 5.26** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 1 15)= 1 19.10*** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 115)s 0.96ns 
Mixed Between-Within Dyadic Relationship Quality ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 107)= 4.95** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 107)= 0.13ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 107)= 1.47ns 
" Mixed Between-Within Relationship Satisfaction ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 105)= 4.36** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 105)= 6.08"ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 105)s 0.90ns 
' Mixed Between-Within Negative Causal Attributions ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 103)= 3.61*11s 
Within Subjects IJnivariate F for Time (1, 103)= 1.08ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachmel~t Style (3, 103)= I. 1 Sns 
'Table 16 i4rialyses with Repeated M e a ~ ~ i r e s  (at t l  arm' t.5) by Attaclrll~ent and llrlivnriate F-Rtrtiosfos Responses to 
Relatiorlship 1)ryendent F~n+iables (contir~lied) 
%Mid Between-Within Negative Responsibility and Blame Attributions ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 104)= 1.2811s 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 104)= 0.93ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 104)= 0.38ns 
" Mixed Between-Within Closeness with Partner ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 11 5)= 1.2511s 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 1 15)= 5.76"ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 11 5)= 0.95ns 
*p<.05 ns **p<.Ol ***p<.OOl 
". Means that are not diff'erent at16 .O1 are indicated by the same !superscript. 
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occasions from t l  to t5 (see Table 16), I examined the effects of time and adult 
attachment style on changes in araiely (as reported by a single item), depressior~, and 
hzlrr. The independent variables were time and attachment style based on the answers to 
the Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary assumption testing 
was conducted to check for normality, linearity, and homogeneity of variance-covariance 
matrices, with violations noted for the equality of error variance assumption for 
depression at t5, and hurt at t l .  As the alpha had already been adjusted to .O1 using a 
modified Bonferroni approach to account for inflated test-wise alpha, there was no 
further correction needed 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on nrucieg (as measured by the single item question) at the initial 
measurement occasion (t I) and the final measurement occasion (t5 j, about four weeks 
following t l .  There was no significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (3, 115)- 0.22, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .01, partial eta squared= .01. 
There was a significant main effect for time, univariate F (1, 1 15)= 67.95, y< .001, 
Wilks' Lambda= 0.63, partial eta squared= .37. There was not a significant main effect 
for attachment style at t 1, univariate F (3, 115j= 2.39, y> .005, partial eta squared= .06. 
A second one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on depression at the initial measurement occasion (t I) and the final 
measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks following t l  . There was no significant 
interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 114)= 0.84, y> .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .02, partial eta squared= .02. There was a significant main effect 
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for time, univariate F (I,  1 14)= 1 10.74, y< .OO 1, Wilks' Lambda= 0.5 1, partial eta 
squared= .49. There was also a significant main effect for attachment style at t l ,  
univariate F (3, 114)= 6.14, y= .001, partial eta squared= .14. Post-hoc comparisons 
using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for depression for the Secure group (M= 
4.36, SD= 1.85) was significantly lower than both the Fearful and Preoccupied groups 
(MFChl= 4.98, SDF,,~~= 1.67; M~rcoccupled= 5.60, S D P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ =  1.55). There were no 
significant differences between the Dismissive group @4=5.33, SD= 1.30) and the 
Secure, Feafil ,  or Preoccupied groups, nor was there a difference between the Fearful 
group and the Preoccupied group. 
A final one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on hurt at the initial measurement occasion (t 1) and the final 
measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks following t 1. There was no significant 
interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 115)= 0.96, p> .05, 
Roy's Largest Root= .03, partial eta squared= .02. There was a significant main effect 
for time, univariate F (1, 115)= 119.10, y< .001, Wilks' Lambda= 0.49, partial eta 
squared= .5 1. There was also a significant main effect for attachment style at t 1, 
univariate F (3, 1 15)= 5.26, p< .O 1, partial eta squared= .12. Post-hoc comparisons using 
the LSD test indicated that the mean score for hi~rt for the Secure group (M= 4.48, SD= 
1.12) was significantly lower than the Preoccupied group (M= 5.89, SD= 1.45). There 
were no significant differences between the Fearful group (M= 5.15, SD= 1.74) and any 
of the other groups, nor were there any significant differences between the Dismissive 
group (M= 5.92, SD= 0.90) and any of the other groups. 
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Chu~lge in relational variables over time. In a series of analyses examining 
change in relational variables over time (see Table 16), I examined the effects of time and 
adult attachment style on changes &adic relcttiorrship qtialify, relatiorrslzly satisjc~ction, 
negative calisal attrib1itiorrs, negative responsibili2y and blnnze aftriblrtions, and 
closeness with partner. The independent variables were time and attachment style based 
on the answers to the Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary 
assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, and homogeneity of 
variance-covariance matrices, with no serious violations. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on dyadic reelationshiy qliality at the initial measurement occasion (t 1) 
and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks following t 1. There was no 
significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 107)= 1.47, 
p> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .04, partial eta squared= .04. There was no significant main 
effect for time, univariate F (1, 107)= 0.13, p> .05, Roy's Largest Root< .O I, partial eta 
squared< .0 1. There was, however, a significant main effect for attachment style at t 1, 
univariate F (3, 107)= 4.95, p< .01, partial eta squared= .12. Post-hoc comparisons using 
the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for @adic relationship quality for the 
Secure group (M= 24.96, SD= 5.66) was significantly higher than the Fearhl group (M= 
2 1.1 1, SD= 5.30). There were no significant differences between the Preoccupied group 
(M= 24.21, SD= 5.74) and any of the other groups, as was the case with the Dismissive 
group (M= 2 1.67, SD= 6.01) and the other groups. 
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The second one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted 
to compare scores on relatiowshz~ satisfi~ctiori at the initial measurement occasion (t 1) 
and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks following t 1. There was no 
significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 105)= 0.90, 
y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .03, partial eta squared= .03. There was no significant main 
effect for time either, univariate F (1, 105)= 6.08, y< .05ns, Roy's Largest Root= .06, 
partial eta squared= .06. There was a significant main effect for attachment style at t l ,  
univariate F (3, 105)= 4.36, y< .01, partial eta squared= .11. Post-hoc comparisons 
using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for relationship satisfnction for the 
Fearful group (M= 36.17, SD= 5.36) was significantly lower than both the Secure and 
Preoccupied groups (Ms,cure= 39.17, SDsecure= 6.5 1; Mpreoccupled= 40.28, SD~reoccupecF 
5.78). There were no significant differences between the Dismissive group (M= 36.00, 
SD= 8.78) and any of the other groups, nor was there a significant difference between the 
Secure group and the Preoccupied group. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on negative causal attriblrtions at the initial measurement occasion (t 1) 
and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks following t 1. There was no 
significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 103)= 1.15, 
y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .03, partial eta squared= .03. There was no significant main 
effect for time, univariate F (1, 103)= 1.08, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .Ol, partial eta 
squared= .0 1. There was not a significant main effect for attachment style at t 1, 
univariate F (3, 103)= 3.6 1, y< .05ns, partial eta squared= . lo .  
209 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on rtegc~tive responsibility artd blclnte nttrib?ltions at the initial 
measurement occasion (t 1) and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks 
following t I .  There was no significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (3, 104)= 0.3 8, p >  .05, Roy's Largest Root= .0 1, partial eta squared= .O 1. 
There was no significant main effect for time, univariate F (1, 104)= 0.93,p> .05, Roy's 
Largest Root= .01, partial eta squared= .01. There was not a significant main effect for 
attachment style at t 1, univariate F (3, 104)= 1.28, p >  .05, partial eta squared= .04. 
The final one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA for this set of 
analyses was conducted to compare scores on cZoseriess with partner at the initial 
measurement occasion (t 1) and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks 
following t 1. There was no significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (3, 1 15)= 0.95, p >  .05, Roy's Largest Root= .03, partial eta squared= .02. 
There was no significant main effect for time either, univariate F (1, 1 15)= 5.76, p <  
.05ns, Roy's Largest Root= .05, partial eta squared= .05. There was not a significant 
main effect for attachment style at t l ,  univariate F (3, 115)= 2.57, p >  .05, partial eta 
squared= .03. 
This set of analyses shows that, although attachment styles were only different 
from each other in emotional reactions for two out of the three emotional dependent 
variables (depression, and hurt), they all changed over time, decreasing in intensity, for 
all the dependent variables. Anxiety, hurt, dyadic relationship quality, relationship 
satisfaction, negative causal attributions, negative responsibility attributions, and 
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closeness with partner all paralleled the between-group findings in hypotheses 1-4, which 
looked at the group differences at the initial data collection point. There were no 
sigr~ificant differences, however, in depression over time. A summary of  mean scores, 
standard deviations, and Fvalues can be seen in Table 16. 
Charges if1 Respofises to the Relationship blclriables Over Time 
For Hypothesis 8, the dependent variables, multivariate F's for the independent 
variables, and univariate F's for each dependent variable are presented in Table 17. A 
series of one-way (i.e., attachment style) between-groups univariate analyses of variance 
(ANOVAs) were conducted to explore the dual impact of time and the four attachment 
styles on changes in participants' trait and disposition variables. 
Change i ~ i  trait and dispositiori variables over time. In a series of analyses 
examining change in emotional response over time at two measurement occasions from 
t 1 to t5 (see Table 17), I examined the effects of time and adult attachment style on 
changes in frctit self-forgivirlgriess, sey-esteen~, and fraitjorgivir1gr1ess of others. The 
independent variables were time and attachment style based on the answers to the 
Experiences in Close Relationships measure (ECR). Preliminary assumption testing was 
conducted to check for normaliq, linearity, and homogeneity of variance-covariance 
matrices, with no violations noted. 
The first one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on froit self-forgivirrgrtess at the initial measurement occasion (t I)  and the 
final measurement occasion (tS), about four weeks following t I .  There was no 
significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, univariate F (3, 1 10) = 0.15, 
Table 17 Ar~alyses with Repecrted Mea~7n.e~ (at t l  ar~d t5) by Attachi~lerrt arld Uylivariate F-Ratios for Trait and I)isposition 
Dependent Variables 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearfbl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate F 
Trait Self-Forgivingness " 
Time 1 
Mean 2.00 27.90 29.09 3 1.17 Univariate F (3, 1 lo)= 3.26"ns 
s D  ( 4  6.32 (28) 6.68 (39) 6.27 (35) 7.69 (12) 
Time 5 
Mean 32.84 28.23 29.64 32.33 
SD (n) 6.21 (28) 6.34 (39) 5.85 (35) '7.66 (12) 
Self-Esteem 
Time 1 
Mean 34.92" 30.03~ 30.75~'" 34.09"~' Univariate F (3, 101)= 7.48""" 
s D  ( 4  5.00 (26) 5.86 (36) 4.77 (32) 4.68 (1 1) 
Time 5 
Mean 35.08 30.03 3 1.06 34.36 
SD (n) 3.83 (26) 4.86 (36) 7.72 (32) 5.03 (1 1) 
Trait Forgivingness of Others 
Time 1 
Mean 33.52 30.13 3 1.44 30.67 Univariate F (3, 1 lo)= 1.80ns 
sD (n) 6.78 (29) 6.61 (39) 6.80 (34) 7.66 (12) 
Time 5 
Mean 35.41 31.18 32.18 32.42 
s D  (n) 6.99 (29) 7.13 (39) 7.59 (34) 9.37 (12) 
Table 17 .4ma[yses with Repeated Mea~rtres (at tl and t5) b,v Attachment a~kd Ilr~iviwiate F-Rntios for Trait arid Disposition 
Ijeyewderrt Variables (cor~tirr~ieq 
" Mixed Between-Within Trait Self-Forgivingness ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 1 lo)= 3.26*ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, I lo)= 2.6011s 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 1 lo)= 0.15ns 
b Mixed Between-Within Self-Esteem ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 101)= 7.48*** 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time (1, 10 I)= 0.2 Ins 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 101)= 0.04ns 
" Mixed Between-Within Trait Forgivingness of Others ANOVA 
Between Subjects Univariate F for Attachment Style at Time 1 (3, 1 lo)= 1.80ns 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Time ( I ,  1 10)- 8.67" * 
Within Subjects Univariate F for Interaction between Time and Attachment Style (3, 1 lo)= 0.4311s 
*p<.05 ns. **p<.Ol. ***p<.001. 
"' b7 Means that are not different at y: .O1 are indicated by the same superscript. 
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p> .05, Roy's Largest Root< .0 1, partial eta squared< .01. There was no significant main 
effect for time, univariate F ( I ,  1 lo)= 2.60, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .02, partial eta 
squared= .02. There was no significant main effect for attachment style with the modified 
Bonferroni approach, univariate F (3,110) = 3.26, y< .05ns, partial eta squared= .08. 
A one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
compare scores on self-esteem (a disposition variable as it is fairly stable) at the initial 
measurement occasion (t I) and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks 
following t 1. There was no significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (3, 10 I)= 0.04, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root< .0 1, partial eta squared< .0 1. 
There was no significant main effect for time, univariate F (I ,  lOl)= 0.21, y> .05, Roy's 
Largest Root< .01, partial eta squared< .0 1. There was, however, a significant main 
effect for attachment style at t l ,  univariate F (3, 101)= 7.48, y< .001, partial eta squared= 
.18. Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for self- 
esteem for the Secure group (M- 34.92, SD= 5.00) was significantly higher than both the 
F e d 1  and Preoccupied groups ( M F ~ ~ ~ I =  30.03, SD~carh~= 5.86; M ~ r e o c c u ~ t e d =  30.75, 
SDPrcoccupled= 4.77). The mean score for the Fearhl group was also significantly lower 
than the Dismissive group (M= 34.09, SD= 4.68). There were no significant differences 
between the Dismissive group and either the Secure or the Preoccupied groups, nor was 
there a difference between the Preoccupied group and the Fearful groups. 
The final one-way between-groups, repeated measures ANOVA in this set of 
analyses was conducted to compare scores on trait forgivir1giess of others at the initial 
measurement occasion jt I) and the final measurement occasion (t5), about four weeks 
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following t 1. There was no significant interaction effect for time and attachment style, 
univariate F (3, 1 lo)= 0.43, y> .05, Roy's Largest Root= .0l ,  partial eta squared= .Ol. 
There was a significant main effect for time, univariate F (1, 1 lo)= 8.67, y< .O 1, 
Wilks' Lambda= .93, partial eta squared= .07, so that trait forgivingness of others 
increased over time. There was not a significant main effect for attachment style at t 1, 
univariate F (3, 1 lo)= 1.80, y> .05, partial eta squared= .05 
A summary of the mean scores, standard deviations, and F values for these 
dependent variables can be found in Table 17. These results show that personality traits 
related to self and relationships with others are relatively stable, as all but one did not 
show change over time. Trait forgivingriess of others increased over time for all 
attachment styles, which might reflect- the negative emotions present during the initial 
data collection, which was less than two weeks after the relationship break-up. This 
change might be reflective of a temporary state of increased unforgiveness after a painful 
life event. As time passed, participants became more forgiving, perhaps returning to their 
normal states of trait forgivingness. All the variables paralleled the results found in 
hypotheses 1-4, in that they mirrored significant findings between groups. 
Chapter 6 
Discrrssior~ 
Ger~ernlizatior~s 
The findings of my study investigating responses toward the self and toward 
others after a romantic break-up were, in general, captured by three generalizations. First, 
typically, I found that attachment styles affected people's responses initially. Responses 
to oneself seemed less affected by attachment style than did responses to others and 
responses to the relationship quality and negative emotion. Self-esteem was affected by 
attachment style but not trait forgivingness of self or other. 
Second, many of the responses changed week by week, and from t 1 to t.5, which 
were taken over a period of five or more weeks. By t5, substantial changes had occurred 
in some, but not all, of the responses. Changes with time (t 1 to t5) were found as 
increases in forgiveness of self and emotional forgiveness of self. Changes of time were 
a.lso found as increases for forgiveness of partner and emotional forgiveness of partner (t 1 
to t5). Parallel changes occurred in anger at self, anger at partner, anxiety, depression, 
hurt, and rumination (all were reduced from t 1 to t5). When changes were measured 
weekly from t 1 through t.5, avoidance of partner decreased over time, as did avoidance of 
self. 
Third, there were virtually no interactions between attachment and time. Of all the 
interactions calculated, only one was significant-the effect of revenge on partner. 
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Generally, securely attached individuals seemed to begin with less revenge initially and 
maintain their low level of revenge. Insecurely attached people started higher in 
revenge-regardless of attachment style. Fearful attachment style predicted a decrease in 
revenge, but Preoccupied and Dismissive styles did not. 
Resporlses to Self and the Literatlire 
Ruvolo and his colleagues (2001) described people with low attachment security 
as having their negative feeling about themselves and others confirmed after a 
relationship break-up. My study paralleled their findings, as the participants who have a 
negative model of self reported changes in the way they look at themselves. The 
literature also supports my findings that people will experience feelings of hurt (Feeney, 
2005; Sbarra & Emery, 2005). However, my findings that people also experience positive 
emotional and motivational responses within two weeks after a break-up is also supported 
by the literature (Kachadourian et al., 2004; Sbarra & Emery, 2005). In my study, 
differences were found between attachment styles in self-esteem, which is supported by 
the literature (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Karremans, et al., 2003). 
I expected to find that participants would report anxiety, depression, rumination 
about their own wrongdoing, and anger at themselves as a result of a relationship ending. 
However, there were no significant effects. Collins (1996), using a sample of 
undergraduates who imagined themselves to be in a relationship with a fictional partner 
and were given Hazan and Shaver's (1987) Adult Attachment Scale (AAS), found that 
people who reported themselves to be Secure in attachment experienced less negative 
emotions. This study required participants to imagine a partner, which differs from my 
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method of using participants that have recently ended a real relationship. Another study 
looking at negative emotions (Feeney, 2005) used a sample of undergraduates who wrote 
about a hurthl event in a relationship, and were given measures of anxiety and avoidance 
dimensions in relationships. This study did not look at ended relationships, and so their 
methods resulted in different results from my study. Sbarra and Emery (2005), however, 
did use a sample of undergraduates who had broken up within two weeks prior to the 
study, and gave them measures of acceptance of the relationship termination, the 
emotional sequelae of the event, mood and anxiety, attachment styles, and ways of 
coping. The people in their sample were paged daily and then filled out these measures 
as they felt the moment when they were paged. Their method of daily paging, however, 
was different from my method sending weekly questionnaires. Different information was 
captured with this method. 
I expected to find differences in positive and negative motivations (i.e. revenge 
and avoidance) towards the self, trait self-forgivingness of the self, and emotional and 
decisional forgiveness of the self, based partly on the theorization of several 
psychologists (Exline et al., 2003; Fincham et al., 2005; Worthington & Scherer, 2004; 
Worthington & Wade, 1999). Because these were conceptual papers, I attempted to 
provide support empirically for their ideas. However, these hypotheses were not 
supported at the initial data collection point. Based on attachment theories of working 
models of self and others (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), I expected to find 
differences in how people assess their own wrongdoing in the relationship and the 
spiritual damage (as a fhnction of negative views about the Self) it caused them. 
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However, Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) used a different kind of sample, utilizing an 
undergraduate population and their friends and family. They did not look at models of 
self in people that have recently experienced the ending of a romantic relationship. 
Responses to Parbier arid the Literatlire 
The literature suggests that people will experience increased anger and negative 
affect (Ruvolo et al., 2001; Sbarra & Emery, 2005) after a break-up, which was supported 
in my findings. However, participants did not show any differences in their reports of 
how close they were to their partners before the break-up. Sbarra and Emery (2005), 
using an undergraduate population of people recently broken up, paged people daily to 
fill out questionnaires about feelings, and found that their participants reported fewer 
feelings of closeness. Their statistical methods (multilevel modeling and hierarchical 
regression) and their methods of obtaining information were different fiom my study, 
which could have influenced the different findings. Additionally, I had expected to find 
that participants would report negative motivations (i.e. avoidance and revenge) towards 
their partners. McCullough and his colleagues (1997) studied undergraduates and had 
them fill out measures of empathy, forgiveness, conciliatory behavior, and avoidance 
behavior. Their sample was comprised of people who had experienced an offense, but 
they were not necessarily people who had experienced a relationship break-up. 
Additionally, the literature suggests that people falling into different attachment 
categories might reveal differences in their tendencies to be decisionally and emotionally 
forgiving of their partners, willfully forgiving of their partners, and would display 
differing trait forgivingness of others. Kachadourian and his colleagues (2004) examined 
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undergraduates in dating relationships and found through structural equation modeling 
that securely attached participants are more likely to forgive their partner of 
transgressions. This study did not look at people that have recently experienced a 
relationship break-up, which is different fiom my study. 
Relationshiy Vmiables and the Literatlire 
Several studies suggests that people with different attachment styles will likely 
report differences in relationship quality and relationship satisfaction (Collins & Read, 
1990; Fincham et al., 2005; Fincham et al., 2002; Friesen et al., 2005; Hasselbrauck & 
Fehr, 2002; Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; McCullough et al., 1998; Simpson, 1990). These 
findings were supported with the results of my study. However, I expected to find 
differences in the types of negative attributions participants would make about 
relationships in general although this was not supported by my findings. Collins (1996) 
used undergraduates and had them fill out a measure of attachment (AAS) and a measure 
of relationship attributions. She found that less securely attached people make negative 
attributions about their relationships. Her study used different measures of attachment- 
the AAS only has three descriptions (i.e., secure, anxious, avoidant), and does not pay 
attention to models of self or other, which my study did. 
Responses to Self Over Time and the Literatlire 
There are not many studies looking at the variables that I examined over time, so 
comparisons to the literature are somewhat limited. However, as might be predicted by 
several studies (Collins, 1996; Feeney, 2005; Fincham et al, 2005; Kachadourian et al., 
2005; McCullough et al, 1998; Sbarra & Emery, 2005), participants changed in their 
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experiences of anger at self, anxiety, depression, hurt, and rumination about their own 
wrongdoing over time, with all of these negative emotions and cognitions decreasing 
over the five week period that participants were in the study. In line with theroies on 
forgiveness of self and types of forgiveness (Exline et al., 2003; Fincham et al, 2005; 
Kachadourian et al, 2004; McCullough et al., 2003; Worthington & Scherer, 2004; 
Worthington & Wade, 1999), the participants in my study increased their reports or 
emotional forgiveness and willful forgiveness of themselves during the time they 
participated in this study. Contrary to what I expected, there was no change over time in 
the way participants look at themselves due to their own wrongdoing, no change in the 
decisional forgiveness of themselves, and no changes in the negative motivations towards 
themselves (i.e. revenge and avoidance) or positive motivations towards themselves (i.e. 
conciliations). Because examining forgiveness of self is a relatively new topic, I looked 
to literature of forgiving others to make a comparison. McCullough and his colleagues 
examined changes in forgiveness over time, one of the only studies to do so, by using a 
sample of undergraduates and measures that assessed avoidance and revenge motivations, 
benevolence, and forgiveness. They found that people decreased their negative 
motivations towards others. However, they were not examining hurts due to a 
relationship break-up, and they were looking at how people feel towards others. Based on 
attachment theories of working models of self and others (E3artholomew & Horowitz, 
1991), I was expecting to find differences in how people assess their own wrongdoing in 
the relationship and the spiritual damage it caused them (as a function of negative views 
about the Self over time). Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) used a different kind of 
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sample, utilizing an undergraduate population and their friends and family. They did not 
look at models of self in people that have recently experienced the ending of a romantic 
relationship. Additionally, they only looked at a single instance, and did not address 
hurts and responses to them over time. 
Respor~ses to Pmtr~er over Tinze and the Literat~rre 
The results of this study showing that participants increased their emotional 
forgiveness of partners and willful forgiveness of partners over time is supported by 
many sources (Exline et al., 2003; Friesen et al., 2005; Kachadourian et al., 2004; Kearns 
& Fincham, 2004; McCullough et al., 2003; McCullough et al., 1997; Worthington & 
Scherer, 2004; Worthington & Wade, 1999). Although it hasn't been investigated 
directly, McCullough et al. (1997) also support the finding that revenge motivations 
towards former romantic partners changed differently over time (i.e., had an interaction 
effect). Divergent from what I had predicted, participants did not report a change in their 
decisional forgiveness over time, a state variable. McCullough and his colleagues (2003) 
examined changes in forgiveness over time, one of the only studies to do so, by using a 
sample of undergraduates and measures that assessed avoidance and revenge motivations, 
benevolence, and forgiveness (single item). They found that people decreased their 
negative motivations towards others. However, they were not examining hurts due to a 
relationship break-up, and they were looking at how people feel towards others. Contrary 
to what I had expected, participants also did not report a change in their trait 
forgivingness of others, which would have been predicted by the literature. 
Kachadourian and his colleagues (2004) studied dating couples who answered measures 
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negative and positive motivations towards the partners, relationship satisfaction, and 
attachment. They concluded through structural equation modeling that people with 
secure attachments are more likely to forgive. Their methods were different from this 
present study, which looked at people that have recently ended a dating relationship. Also 
contrary to what I had predicted, there were no changes for other negative emotions or 
motivations towards partners (i.e anger, avoidance) or positive emotions or motivations 
(i.e. empathy, conciliation). McCullough and his colleagues (2003) examined changes in 
forgiveness over time by using a sample of undergraduates who filled out measures that 
assessed avoidance and revenge motivations, benevolence, and forgiveness. They found 
that people decreased their negative motivations towards others. Their study was 
different from mine, however, in that they did not look at people that have been hurt by a 
relationship ending. There was no change for participants' assessment of the closeness 
they'd had with their partner before the relationship ended, which shows that although 
emotions might change, people do not change how close they felt to another person based 
on time passed or attachment style (Sbarra & Emery, 2005). 
Relationshp k7miables Over Time and the Literatiire 
Several authors predict that attachment style remains stable over the lifetime 
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 199 1; Bowlby, 1982; Collins, 1996; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; 
Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1994), although there is some debate (Ruvolo at al., 2001; 
Cassidy, 2000). The findings from this present study do not support how attachment 
changes or remains stable over the lifetime, but can speak to the effect of a relationship 
break-up on attachment, in that experiencing the end of a romantic relationship does not 
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lead to major changes in one's attachment style. Other traits that were not expected to 
change (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Fincham et al, 2005; Karremans et al., 2003) 
were trait self-forgivingness and self-esteem. Not surprisingly, there were no changes in 
negative relationship attributions, which is supported by previous studies (Collins, 1996; 
Friesen et al., 2005). Kachadourian and his colleagues (2004) address attributions, 
although they do not use attributions as a measure of change, instead seeing attributions 
within relationships to be connected to attachment. This makes sense, as attachment 
styles do not change, either. Attachment also affects how people experience relationship 
quality and satisfaction (Collins & Read, 1990; Fincham et al., 2005; Hasselbrauck & 
Fehr, 2002; Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Simpson, 1990), so the stability of these 
variables did not change over time is supported. 
iin~itatiorjs 
In a discussion of the limitations of this study, it seems important to focus on 
three different areas- the newness of the design and focus of research, the participants, 
and the statistical analysis. This was the one of the first studies looking at forgiveness of 
self and others using models of self and others in attachment, as well as the changes that 
occur over time. Thus, there were limitations due to the exploratory nature of the study. 
Unfortunately, because there were no other studies off which to model this one, it might 
seem basic. However, what was found in this study will be usehl in creating other 
studies similar in nature. 
Additionally, because participants from a Psychology 10 1 class were used, the 
make-up of my participants doesn't reflect the general population for age, ethnicity, and 
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possibly education level. The people who chose to participate in this study volunteered, 
so there might be an important difference in those that people that had recently broken up 
and chose not to participate, and those who did participate. To control for extra variance 
in the study, only participants who had recently ended heterosexual relationships were 
included. This excludes the entirety of the gayllesbian population, unfortunately, so any 
findings in this study cannot be generalized to that population. 
Another limitation of this study is the limited number of participants in the study 
in general, and the small number in the Dismissive attachment category in particular. 
The study would have benefited fiom more participants. 
Potentially important data were not gathered due to the self-report nature of the 
study. Behavioral observations and physiological data would have added more richness 
to the results. 
A look at statistical design, yields a few more limitations of the study. As this 
was a longitudinal study that took place over at least five weeks, there were several 
participants (ten) that dropped out. Analyses were done that indicated those participants 
that dropped out were different on two variables (arrger at partrier, and tendency to 
describe selfas Dis7nissive on the RQ). Their missing data over time are limitations with 
the study. 
Another statistical limitation is the use of single items within the questionnaires I 
gave to participants. Single items are notoriously unreliable, and can be valid measures 
only to the extent of their reliability. In a related psychometric limitation, I used 
modified forms of measures that had already been validated. These modified measures 
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have not been used before and had not been validated, and so there was no reliability or 
vaiidity information available before my use of them in the study. 
The final statistical limitation of this study was the way in which it was analyzed. 
Univariate and multivariate analyses of variance were the main techniques used, which 
do not account for missing data. Several cases were dropped while analyzing the 
dependent variables for change over time due to how analyses of variance analyze data. 
These cases were dropped because it seemed more stringent than estimating what 
participants' might have answered by replacing the missing data, or using other 
techniques to account for the missing data. Other techniques, such as regression or 
hierarchical linear modeling, might have accounted better for this missing data over time. 
Implicationsfor Research 
Based on the comparisons to the studies mentioned above, there are several 
implications for research that would build on previous studies. Utilizing different kinds 
of populations would expand the study and add to the literature on forgiveness and 
attachment. For example, a similar study to the present one could be conducted with a 
population of people who are currently dating, or currently married. Additionally, the 
similar methods could be used on a population that is not currently in any kind of 
reiationship, but has not recently experienced a break-up. The comparison of all four 
populations (i.e., dating, married, recently broken up, single) would be interesting. 
Another implication is the use of different methods in studying forgiveness and 
attachment over time. Examining how people react to different kinds of offenses over 
time (not just a relationship break-up) would be an excellent study; this would address 
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different kinds of reactions. Having people fill out questionnaires daily would address 
the minute changes that people might feel on a day-to-day basis, that were missed in my 
study. Additionally, the above comparison makes a case for more complex statistical 
procedures, such as structural equation modeling or hierarchical regression, which might 
give a more multi-dimensional picture of results. 
Based on the limitations mentioned above, there are several implications that 
would build on this study. As the findings from this research do not currently generalize 
to populations outside of a university setting, future research should incorporate 
community populations of diverse ages, ethnicities, and sexual orientations. Doing so 
would create a rich picture of attachment and forgiveness dynamics occurring within 
many diverse types of relationships. a s  research could be expanded by controlling for 
which role participants had in the break-up (i-e., person who decided to end the 
relationship, or person who was broken up with). This difference could be the source of 
many differences in negative emotions felt towards the self or partner, and any resiliency 
that they might show. 
Furthermore, the findings of this present research beg further examination into 
how people relate to themselves and to others. It has been shown that models of self and 
others, under the umbrella of attachment style, predict different responses to the self and 
romantic partners after a break-up. Additionally, many of these responses, though not 
significantly different between attachment categories, change over time. 
Implications for clinical research. Further research should be done into how these 
processes work, as well as how they interact to create different pictures for different 
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attachment styles. One of the most important implications for this study is how it can be 
used to help people. Research should be done that uses interventions based on models of 
self and other t&ng place a.t several weeks after an emotional trauma, after participants 
have had time to process. As can be seen in Appendix M, there are several differences in 
responses to a relational break-up that occur between the time right after the break-up, 
and several weeks after the break-up (e-g. forgiveness of self and partner, positive and 
negative motivations towards self and partner). 
Implications for Clinical Practice 
For practicing therapists working with clients that have just recently been in a 
romantic relationship that is now dissolved, it would be important to keep in mind that 
during the first few weeks afterwards, clients would be very internally focused on .their 
own experience of hurt or their anger with their former partners. They might not at that 
time be able to process or be willing to process more complicated emotions, such as 
depression or anxiety, or think positively about their former partners. These emotions 
might be amplified depending on the nature of the romantic relationship, the role that the 
client had in ending the relationship, and the length of the romantic relationship. It would 
be important at that time to create a more supportive therapeutic connection. Work with 
these clients would change as time passed, as these clients would be more willing to 
assign blame, and process other emotions toward themselves and their former partners. 
The therapeutic work would look differently, as therapists would probably need to 
change their role from supporter to gentle challenger. It would be important, as a 
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therapist, to constantly check in on how the client is feeling about themselves and their 
partners, and any changes that occur. 
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Appendix A 
Demographics Questionnaire 
I )  What is your age? 
2) What is your gender? 
3) What is your ethnicity? 
European ArnericadWhite African American/Black 
Latinola American Asian American Native American 
Pacific Asian Middle Eastern Indian American 
Other: 
4) What is your education level? 
FRESHMAN SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR 
Appendix B 
RelationshipParticipant Questionnaire 
1) Partner's Initial 
This will be the person that you think of when answering any questions about your 
relationship. 
2) When was the beginning of your relationship with your partner? (Example: if June 9, 
200 1, please write 6/9/200 1) 
3) When did the relationship end? 
4) Are you currently in a new relationship? YES NO 
We understand that answering questions about a recently ended relationship can 
sometimes be painhl. There are many emotions involved, and answering questions about 
the relationship might bring up a topic that is hard to think about and discuss with others. 
However, when answering the following questions about your relationship, please be as 
objective as possible. Relationship break ups are rarely simple matters. Often, both 
people partners have some influence in the reason for dissolving the relationship. We are 
interested in your part in the break up. Evaluate the degree to which your actions 
contributed to the ending of the relationship. 
Your honest answers will help us in understanding more about what happens in 
relationships when they end. 
Please circle:5) Do you consider yourself to be the victim, the oflender, or both in the 
ending of your relationship? OFFENDER VICTIM BOTH 
6) Please rate how close you and you partner were before breaking up: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at all close) (As close as possible) 
7) How did yorlr- y m h e r  act unfairly or unjustly towards you or the relationship, 
contributing to the ending of the relationship (i.e. become a trar~sgressiorl)? Please 
describe this trarisgr-essiorj briefly: 
8) How didymr owrl actions contribute to the ending of the relationship (i.e. become a 
wuorigdoirlg)? Please describe this wrong doing briefly: 
9) Please rate how severe the wror~gdoir~g v o t ~ r  actions in the relationship) were: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at all severe) (Completely severe) 
10) Did you and your partner talk about the ~rorigdoir~g? YES NO 
11) Who initiated the discussion? PARTNER MYSELF 
12) Were any accusations, or statements of blame made for your actions? 
YES NO 
13) Who made these accusations/statements of blame? 
PARTNER MYSELF 
14) Were any accounts given for the wrorlgdoifig? YES NO 
15) What were these accounts? (for example, was the wrongdoirig denied or justified, 
were excuses given, were confessions made, etc.) 
14) Who made these accounts? PARTNER MYSELF 
15) Did you request forgiveness for your part in the break up (~+rror;gdoingl?YES NO 
16) Did your partner grant forgiveness? YES NO 
17) How did you know that forgiveness had been granted by your partner? 
18) Did you accept the forgiveness? YES NO 
19) Please rate to what extent your actions in the relationship (i.e. the 1.tror1gdoirig) 
damaged you spiritlially? 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at all) (Completely) 
20) Describe briefly how you were damaged ~~iri tually? 
21) Please rate to what extent you experienced decisiotial forgiver1ess ofymir owri 
actiorrs, defined as deciding to forgive yourself in order to control your own fbture 
behavior? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at dl) (Completely) 
22) Please rate to what extent you experienced decisionalforgiveness of ym~rpcn-trier 's 
actiows in the relationship, defined as deciding to forgive hirnlher in order to control your 
own future behavior towards that person? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at all) (Completely) 
23) Please rate to what extent you experienced enzotional forgiveness ofrvour own 
actions, defined as a forgiving yourself in order to replace negative unforgiving emotions 
with positive self-oriented emotions? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at all) (Completely) 
24) Please rate to what extent you experienced er7zotional forgiverless of yma- partv1er's 
rrctiorrs, defined as a forgiving him/her in order to replace negative unforgiving emotions 
with positive other-oriented emotions? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at all) (Completely) 
25) Please rate how arigty (i.e. strong negative feelings, like mad, annoyed, irate, furious, 
etc.) you were at yourselfafter the relationship ended: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at all angry) (Most angry ever felt) 
26) Please rate how arigr-y (i.e. strong negative feelings, like mad, annoyed, irate, furious, 
etc.) you were at ym~rpmtvier after the relationship ended: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at all angry) (Most angry ever felt) 
27) Please rate how nrrxio~~s you felt (i.e. nervous, jittery, fearful, etc.) afier the 
relationship ended: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at all anxious) (Most anxious ever felt) 
28) Please rate how depressed (i.e. crying and/or strong negative feelings like sad, 
unhappy, low, dejected) you felt after the relationship ended: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at all depressed) (Most depressed ever) 
29) Please rate how h~irt (i.e. upset, unhappy, distressed, harmed) you felt after the 
relationship ended: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Not at all hurt) (Most hurt ever felt) 
30) ARer experiencing hurts, people sometimes find themselves thinking about the event, 
and always having the event on their minds. How ofien have you thought about your 
~vt-ongdoirrg? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(I have not thought about the (I think about the 
event since it happened) event constantly) 
3 I )  PIease rate to what degree did your actions (i.e. your wror~gdoirtg) change the way 
you look at yourself (i.e. your self-concept or self-esteem): 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(It has not changed the way (It has totally changed 
I look at myself at all) the way I look at myself) 
Relationship of yo'r,.ir parents 
1) Are your parents married? YES NO 
2) If not married, what is their status? 
NEVER MARRIED, BUT IN A RELATIONSHIP DIVORCED 
SEPARATED WIDOWED NEVER IN A RELATIONSHIP 
3) If married or in a committed relationship to each other, please rate what you think their 
relationship satisfaction is: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Very unsatisfied) (Completely satisfied) 
4) If your parents are not in a relationship with each other, how old were you when they 
decided to separate? 
5) If your parents are not in a relationship with each other, how often did you have 
contact with your non-custodial parent? 
FREQUENT OFTEN SELDOM NEVER 
Appendix C 
Attachment Instruments 
(Brennan, Clark, & Shaver; 1998; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 199 1) 
ECR 
1rlstr"l~ctioru: The following statements concern how you feel in romantic relationships. 
We are interested n how you gerrerully experience relutio~lshzps, not just in what 
happened in your former relationship. Respond to each statement by indicating how 
much you agree or disagree with it. Write the number in the space provided, using he 
following rating scale: 
Disagree Strongly Neutral/mixed Agree Strongly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down. 
I worry about being abandoned. 
I am very comfortable being close to romantic partners. 
I wony a lot about my relationships. 
Just when my partner starts to get close to me I find myself pulling away. 
I worry that romantic partners won't care about me as much as I care 
about them. 
I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be close. 
I worry a fair amount about losing my partner. 
I don't feel comfortable opening up to my romantic partners. 
I often wish that my partner's feelings for me were as strong as my 
feelings for herkim. 
I want to get close to my partner, but I keep pulling back. 
I often want to merge completely with romantic partners, and this 
sometimes scared them away. 
I am nervous when partners get too dose to me. 
I worry about being alone. 
I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my 
partner. 
My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away. 
I try to avoid getting too close to my partner. 
I need a lot of reassurance that I am loved by my partner. 
I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner. 
Sometimes I feel that I force my partners to show more feeling, more 
commitment. 
I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners. 
I do not often worry about being abandoned. 
I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners. 
If I can't get my partner to show interest in me, I get upset or angry. 
I tell my partner just about everything. 
I find that my partner(s) don't want to get as close as I would like. 
I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner. 
When I'm not involved in a relationship, I feel somewhat anxious and 
insecure. 
I feel comfortable depending on romantic partners. 
I get frustrated when my partner is not around as much as I would like. 
I don't mind asking romantic partners for comfort, advice, or help. 
I get frustrated if romantic partners are not available when I need them. 
It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need. 
When romantic partners disapprove of me, I feel really bad about myself. 
I turn to my partner for many things, including comfort and reassurance. 
I resent it when my partner spends time away from me. 
Irrstructiotis: Please read each description carehlly and think of yourself and how you 
generally relate to others in relationships. Indicate which description best 
explains you by checking the space to the left. 
I .  It is easy for me to become emotionally close to others. I am 
comfortable depending on others and having others depend on me. 
I don't worry about being alone or having others not accept me. 
2. I am comfortable without close emotional relationships. It is very 
important to me to feel independent and self-sufficient, and I prefer not 
to depend on others or have others depend on me. 
3 .  I want to be completely emotionally intimate with others, but I often find 
that others are reluctant to get as close as I would like. I am 
uncomfortable being without close relationships, but I sometimes worry 
that others don't value me as much as I value them. 
4. I am uncomfortable getting close to others. I want emotionally close 
relationships, but I find it difficult to trust others completely, or to 
depend on them. I worry that I will be hurt if I allow myself to become 
too close to others. 
Appendix D 
Forgiveness Instruments 
(McCullough et al., 1998; Revised TRlM for self, 2005; McCullough & Hoyt, 2001; 
Revised TRIM-C for the selc Berry et al., 2001; Berry et al., 2003; Thompson et al., 
2005; see Appendix B for single items) 
TRIM 
l~istnictzoris: For the questions on this page, please indicate your current thoughts and 
feelings about your former relationship partner. Use the following scale to 
indicate your agreement with each of the questions. 
1 = Strongly disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neutral 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly agree 
I'll make himher paj-. 
I wish that something bad would happen to hirnlher 
I want hirn/her to get what he/she deserves. 
I'm going to get even. 
I want to see himlher hurt and miserable. 
I keep as much distance between us as possible. 
I live as if helshe doesn't exist, isn't around. 
I don't trust himlher. 
I find it difficult to act warmly toward himher. 
I avoid h idher .  
I cut off the relationship with himher. 
I withdraw from himlher. 
TRIM-S 
Irzstructiorzs: For the questions on this page, please indicate your current thoughts and 
feelings about yourself in your former relationship. Use the following scale 
to indicate your agreement with each of the questions. 
1 = Strongly disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neutral 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly agree 
I'll make myself pay for my actions. 
I wish that something bad would happen to me. 
I want to get what I deserve. 
I'm going to get even with myself. 
I want to see myself hurt and miserable. 
I try not to think about what I did as much as possible. 
I pretend that the "me" that committed the transgressions doesn't exist. 
I don't trust myself. 
I find it difficult to think warmly toward myself. 
I avoid thinking of my contributions to the break up of my relationship. 
I cut off the relationship with myself. [i.e., I feel distant from my inner 
selfl 
I withdraw from myself. [i.e., I feel out of touch with myself] 
DIRECTIONS: For the following questions, please indicate what you imagine your 
nirrerlt tholights avid feelivrgs would be about the person who wounded you. Use the 
following scale to indicate your agreement or disagreement with each of the statements. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = mildly disagree 
3 = agree and disagree equally 
4 = mildly agree 
5 = strongly agree 
1. - I looked for .the source of the problem and tried to correct it. 
2. - I took steps toward reconciliation: wrote himlher, called him/her, expressed love, 
showed concern, etc. 
3. - I made an effort to be more friendly and concerned. 
4. - I did my best to put aside the mistrust. 
5 I tried to make amends. 
6 .  - I was willing to forget the past and concentrate on the present 
TRIM-C S 
DIRECTIONS: For the following questions, please indicate what you imagine your 
crtrrent tho~,fghts ~crid feelirigs would be about yourself and your transgressions within the 
relationship. Use the following scale to indicate your agreement or disagreement with 
each of the statements. 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = mildly disagree 
3 = agree and disagree equally 
4 = mildly agree 
5 = strongly agree 
1. - I looked for the source of the problem within myself and tried to correct it. 
2 .  I took steps toward reconciliation with myself communicated honestly with 
myself, expressed love for myself, showed concern for myself, etc. 
I made an effort to be more friendly and concerned towards myself. 
'. -
4. - I did my best to put aside the mistrust of myself. 
5 I tried to make amends with myself, 
6.  I was willing to forget my past transgressions and hurts and concentrate on the 
present. 
SIF 
Overall, considering the hurts or offenses in your relationship, indicate the de, oree to 
which you have forgiven your former partner for those hurts or offenses. 
Use the pictures below to indicate the degree to which you have forgzvew ymir fo~merpmtrier 
for the ofSt?rtses they may have committed in the relationship. The unshaded part indicates 
the amount of forgiveness you are willing to extend to your former partner for all the offenses. 
Circle the number of the picture that best reflects your degree of forgiveness at  the present 
monzeilt for all the hurts in your relationship. 
0 1 2 3 4 
No Forgiveness Complete Forgiveness 
Overall, considering all the hurts in your relationship, indicate the degree to whichymi 
have forgzven yozirself_for the things you may have done to hurt or offend your former 
partner. The unshaded part indicates the amount of forgiveness you feel you have been 
extended by your former partner. Circle the number of the picture that best reflects the 
degree of forgiveness you feel fiom your former partner at  the present monzent-for all the 
hllrts in your relationship. 
0 1 2 3 4 
No Forgiveness Complete Forgiveness 
TFS 
Directions: Indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement below 
by using the following scale: 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Mildly Disagree 
3 = Agree and Disagree Equally 
4 = Mildly Agree 
5 = Strongly Agree 
1. People close to me probably think I hold a grudge too long. 
2. I can forgive a friend for almost anything. 
3. If someone treats me badly, I treat him or her the same. 
4. I try to forgive others even when they don't feel guilty for what they did. 
5. I can usually forgive and forget an insult. 
6. I feel bitter about many of my relationships. 
7. Even after I forgive someone, things ofien come back to me that I resent. 
8. There are some things for which I could never forgive even a loved one. 
9. I have always forgiven those who have hurt me. 
10. I am a forgiving person. 
Scoring: To score the TFS such that higher scores reflect higher trait forgivingness, first 
reverse score items 1, 3, 6, 7, and 8. Then sum all 10 items for the TFS total score. 
Irrstt~ictiorrs: In the course of our lives negative things may occur because of our own 
actions, the actions of others, or circumstance beyond our control. For some 
time after these events, we may have negative thoughts or feelings about 
ourselves, others, or the situation. Think about how you Qpically respond to 
such negative events. Next to each of the following items write the number 
(from the 7-point scale below) that best describes how you tyyicalZy respond 
to the type of negative situation describes. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Please be as open as possible in your answers. 
Almost always More often More often Almost always 
False of me False of me true of me true of me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Although I feel bad at first when I mess up, over time I can give myself 
some slack. 
2. I hold grudges against myself for negative things I've done. 
3.  Learning from bad things that I've done helps me get over them. 
4. It is really hard for my to accept myself once I've messed up. 
5.  With time I am understanding of myself for mistakes I've made. 
6 .  I don't stop criticizing myself for negative thing I've felt, thought, said, or 
done. 
Appendix E 
Empathy Measure 
BEA 
Please read each word and rate to what extent you currently experience each feeling 
toward your former relationshp partner: 
Not at all Extremely 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1) Sympathetic 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2) Empathic 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3) Concerned 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4) Moved 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5) Compassionate 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6) Warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7) Softhearted 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8) Tender 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Appendix F 
RAM 
Attributions Measure 
Instructions: This questionnaire describes several things that a romantic relationship partner might do. 
Imagine you have a partner (not the one you were recently in a relationship with) who performs each 
behavior and then read the statements that follow it. Answer the questions in a general manner. 
Please circle the number that indicates how much you agree or disagree with each statement, 
using the rating scale below: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly 
1. Your partner criticizes something you say. 
3 4 5 6 My partner's behavior was due to something 
about himher (e.g. the type of person helshe 
is, the mood helshe was in). 
3 4 5 6 The reason my partner criticized me is not 
likely to change. 
3 4 5 6 The reason my partner criticized me is 
something that affects other parts of our 
relationship. 
3 4 5 6 My partner criticized me on purpose rather 
than unintentionally. 
2. Yourpartner begins to spend less time with you. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner's behavior was due to something 
about himher (e.g. the type of person helshe 
is, the mood helshe was in). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner spends less time with 
me is not likely to change. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner spends less time with 
me is something that affects other parts of 
our relationship. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner spends less time with me on 
purpose rather than unintentionally. 
3. Yol.tr partrier does not pay atterrtiorl to what yort are sqirrg. 
I 2 3 4 5 6 My partner's behavior was due to  something 
about himlher (e.g. the type of person helshe 
is, the mood helshe was in). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner doesn't pay attention 
to what I'm saying is riot likely to  change. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner doesn't pay attention 
to what I'm saying is something that affects 
other parts of our relationship. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner doesn't pay attention 
to what I'm saying on purpose rather than 
unintentionally. 
4. Yo11r partner complirnerrts you. 
3 4 5 6 My partner's behavior was due to something 
about himlher (e.g. the type of person helshe 
is, the mood helshe was in). 
3 4 5 6 The reason my partner compliments me is 
riot likely to change. 
3 4 5 6 The reason my partner compliments me is 
something that affects other parts of our 
relationship. 
3 4 5 6 My partner compliments me on purpose 
rather than unintentionally. 
5. Y0l.i~. pmtrrer is cool arid distarit. 
I 2 3 4 5 6 My partner's behavior was due to something 
about hindher (e.g. the type of person helshe 
is, the mood helshe was in). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner is cool and distant is 
not likely to change. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner is cool and distant is 
something that affects other parts of our 
relationship. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner is cool and distant on purpose 
rather than unintentionally. 
6 .  Yourpartrrer doesn't conydete his her chores responsibilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner's behavior was due to something 
about himlher (e.g. the type of person helshe 
is, the mood helshe was in). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner doesn't complete 
hislher chores/responsibilities is not likely to 
change. 
I 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner doesn't complete 
hislher chores/responsibilities is something 
that affects other parts of our relationship. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner doesn't complete hislher 
chores/responsibilities on purpose rather 
than unintentionally. 
7. Yo~lr partner rnakes arr inzportarlt decisiorr that will afect the two of you without 
askirlg for yotrr opi~liow. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner's behavior was due to something 
about himlher (e.g. the type of person helshe 
is, the mood helshe was in). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner makes an important 
decision without asking for my 
opinion is riot likely to change. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner makes an important 
decision without asking for my 
opinion is something that affects other parts 
of our relationship. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner makes an important decision 
without asking for my opinion on purpose 
rather than unintentionally. 
8. Your partner treats y01.r nzore lovirjgly. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner's behavior was due to something 
about himlher (e.g. the type of person helshe 
is, the mood helshe was in). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner treats me more 
lovingly is not likely to change. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner treats me more 
lovingly is something that affects other parts 
of our relationship. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner treats me more lovingly on 
purpose rather than unintentionally. 
9. Your partner doesrr 't give yorr the ~7.ipport yo~i need. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner's behavior was due to something 
about himlher (e.g. the type of person helshe 
is, the mood he/she was in). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner doesn't give me the 
support I need is riot likely to change. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner doesn't give me the 
support I need is something that affects 
other parts of our relationship. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 My partner doesn't give me the support I 
need on purpose rather than unintentionally. 
10. Your partner is intokerarrt of somethirrg you do. 
2 3 4 5 6 My partner's behavior was due to something 
about hinilher (e.g. the type of person helshe 
is, the mood he/she was in). 
2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner is intolerant of 
something I do is not likely to  change. 
2 3 4 5 6 The reason my partner is intolerant of 
something I do is something that affects 
other parts of our relationship. 
2 3 4 5 6 My partner is intolerant of something I do 
on purpose rather than unintentionally. 
Appendix G 
DAS-7 
Relationslup Quality Measure 
Most people have disagreements in their relationships. Please indicate below the 
approximate extent of agreement or disagreement between you and your partner while 
you were in the relationship for each item based on the following scale: 
5 = Always agree 
4 = Almost always agree 
3 = Occasionally disagree 
2 = Frequently disagree 
1 = Almost always disagree 
0 = Always disagree 
1. Philosophy of life 5 4 3 2 1 0  
2. Aims, goals, and things believed important 5 4 3 2 1 0 
3. Amount of time spent together 5 4 3 2 1 0  
4. Have a stimulating exchange of ideas 5 4 3 2 1 0  
5. Calmly discuss something 5 4 3 2 1 0  
6. Work together on a project 5 4 3 2 1 0  
7. The choices below represent different degrees of happiness in your relationship. The 
middle point, "happy," represents the degree of happiness of most relationships. Please 
circle the number that best described the degree of happiness, all things considered, of 
your relationship. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Extremely Fairly A little Happy Very Extremely Perfect 
unhappy unhappy unhappy Happy Happy 
Appendix H 
CARE 
Relationship Satisfaction Measure 
Instructions: Please rate the general quality of your former relationship on seven 
dimensions below and the overall rating by circling the rating that best 
applies to your former relationship generally. 
NOTWORS = Couldn't be Worse 
TERRZBL - Terrible 
BAD - Bad 
NBADNGD = Not Bad, Not Good 
GOOD - Good 
GREAT - Great 
NOTBETR - Couldn't be better 
Circle One 
Intimacy: NOTWORS TERRIBL BAD NBADNGD GOOD GREAT NOTBETR 
Communication: NOTWORS TEREUBL BAD NBADNGD GOOD GREAT NOTBETR 
Resolving Differences 
NOTWORS TERRIBL BAD NBADNGD GOOD GREAT NOTBETR 
Freedom From Blaming 
My Partner When Things 
Went Poorly: NOTWORS TERRIBL BAD NBADNGD GOOD GREAT NOTBETR 
Willingness to Admit To 
My Partner When I Had 
Hurt Him or Her and to 
Ask for Forgiveness: 
NOTWORS TERRIBL BAD NBADNGD GOOD GREAT NOTBETR 
Ability to Forgive My 
Partner When He or She 
Had Hurt Me: NOTWORS TERRIBL BAD NBADNGD GOOD GREAT NOTBETR 
Commitment to My 
Partner for the 
Long-Term: NOTWORS TERRIBL BAD NBADNGD GOOD GREAT NOTBETR 
Overall Rating of Relationship: 
NOTWORS TERRIBL BAD NBADNGD GOOD GREAT NOTBETR 
Appendix I 
RSE 
Self-Esteem Measure 
Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about yourself. If you Strongly Agree with 
the statement, circle SA. If you Agree with the statement, circle A. If you Disagree with the statement, 
circle D. If you Strongly Disagree with the statement, circle SD. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
1. I feel that I'm a person of SA A D SD 
worth, at least on an equal 
plane with others. 
2. I feel that I have a number SA 
of good qualities. 
3. All in all, I am inclined to SA 
feel that I am a failure. 
4. I am able to do h n g s  as well SA 
as most other people. 
5. I feel I do not have much to SA 
be proud of. 
6. I take a positive attitude SA 
toward myself. 
7. On the whole, I am satisfied SA 
with myself. 
8. I wish I could have more SA 
respect for myself. 
9. I certainly feel useless at times. SA 
10. At times I think I am no good SA 
at all. 
Appendix J 
Figures Illustrating Attachment Style and Appraisal of Transgression 
Figure J1 
Model of Other (Avoidance) 
Positive Negative 
1 Attachment Style 1 Style 
Dismissing 
Attachment Style 
I 
Negative 
Four attachment styles as derivedji-om working models of self and other (Bartholomew 
& Horowitz, 1991) 
Model of 
Figure 52 
Preoccupied 
Positive 
Fearful Attachment 
Appraisal of Transgression and Its Impact on Models of Sew and Other According to 
Feeney (2005) 
Secure Attachment 
Style 
It I + 
Model of Self 
Model of Other 
b 
Transgression 
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- 
Appendix K 
RESEARCH SUBJECT INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM 
TITLE: Models of Forgiveness and Adult Romantic Attachment in Dissolved 
Dating Relationships 
VCU IRB NO.: 6 103 
This consent form may contain words that you do not understand. Please ask the study 
staff to explain any words that you do not clearly understand. You may take home and 
keep an unsigned copy of this consent form to think about or discuss with family or 
friends before making your decision. 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY: 
The purpose of this research study is to find out how adults react to romantic relationship 
break-ups. You are being asked to participate in this study because you have recently 
experienced a romantic relationship break-up. 
DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AND YOUR INVOLVEMENT 
If you decide to be in this research study, you will be asked to sign this consent form after 
you have had all your questions answered and understand what will happen to you. In this 
study, you will be asked to fill out a survey that includes questions about your former 
relationships, how you act in relationships in general, and about your break-up. You will 
be asked to fill out the survey the first time in person, and weekly for four weeks via e- 
mail. 
RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS 
There is little risk to taking part in this research study. The most likely risk is that a 
question may make you feel uncomfortable or upset. Several questions will ask about 
things that have happened in your relationships that may have been unpleasant. You do 
not have to answer any questions you do not want to talk about, and you may leave the 
study at any time. If you become upset, you may contact the study staff and they will talk 
with you and can also provide the names of counselors to contact so you can get help in 
dealing with these issues. 
BENEFITS 
You may not receive any direct benefit from this study. However, the information we 
learn from participants in this study may help us to design better interventions for people 
experiencing relationship break-ups. 
COSTS 
There are no costs for participating in this study other than the time you will spend filling 
out surveys. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
All of the information that you provide will be kept private. We will not tell anyone the 
answers you give us; however, information from the study and consent form signed by 
you may be looked at or copied for research or legal purposes by Virginia 
Commonwealth University and the Office of Human Research Protections. All 
information that you provide will be coded with an identification number. Your name 
will not be used on any answer sheet or put together with any of the information you 
provide. All e-mail surveys will be sent and received only by the research coordinator. 
When e-mail surveys are received, they will be printed out, the e-mail deleted, all 
identifying information removed, and coded with an identification number. What we find 
from this study may be presented at meetings or published in papers, but your name will 
never be used in these presentations or papers. 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
You do not have to participate in this study. If you choose to participate, you may stop at 
any time without any penalty. You may also choose not to answer particular questions 
that are asked in the study. 
QUESTIONS 
In the hture, you may have questions about your participation in this study. If you have 
any questions, please contact the research coordinator for the study: 
Kathryn Cooke 
VCU Psychology Department 
808 W. Franklin Street 
Richmond, VA 23284 
Telephone: 804-3 14-633 1 
E-mail: s2klcook@vcu.edu 
If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study, you may 
contact: 
Ofice for Research Subjects Protection 
Virginia Commonwealth University 
800 East Leigh Street, Suite 1 11 
P.O. Box 980568 
Richmond, VA 23298 
Telephone: 804-828-0868 
WHY IS THE STUDY DOCTORmYVESTIGATOR DOING THIS STUDY? 
This research study is an expected part of the doctor/investigator's professional activity 
as a VCU faculty member. Additionally, this study is being conducted as partial 
hlfillment of the masters degree by the graduate student. 
CONSENT 
I have been given the chance to read this consent form. I understand the information 
about this study. Questions that I wanted to ask about the study have been answered. My 
signature says that I am willing to participate in this study. 
Participant name printed 
Participant signature Date 
Name of Person Conducting Informed Consent Discussionn;Vitness (Printedj 
Signature of Person Conducting Informed Consent Discussion/Witness Date 
Investigator signature (if different from above) Date 
Appendix L 
Table L1 Sigrtlficarrt Resziltsfor Time 1 Group Means for Particiyants Who Droyyed 
O~lt  Before Firiishirlg and Those Thal Finished the Five Datu (~o'ollecno~s 
PARTICIPATION 
Dropped Out Stayed In Univariate F 
Anger at Partner ANOVA F (6, 248)= 2.97"" 
Mean 3.80 5.07 
sD ( 4  2.25 (10) 1.83 (120) 
Comfortable Without Close Relationships (Dismissive) ANOVA F (1,129)= 4.70" 
Mean 5.30 4.18 
SD in) 2.06 (10) 1.52 (120) 
Length of Time in Relationships F (1,128)= 1.4411s 
Mean 409.70 602.05 
sD (n) 365.05 (10) 494.32 (120) 
y=.05 ns. **  y=.01. *** y =  ,001 
Appendix M 
Tables for Results of Time 5 Analyses of Dependent Variable 
Table M1 Re~mltsfor TIrne 5 Groip Mearls for Fozn. Attachmerrt Swes, M~iltivminte- atld Ilr~ivaricrte-F Ratios for Et~dirrg of 
the Relationship Dependent Fc~~'iables 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearfil Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate F 
Responses to the Ending of the Romantic Relationship MANOVA Multivariate F (9,265.43)=3.16*** 
Anxiety 
Mean 1.96 3.18 3.38 2.61 5.61*** 
s D  (n) 1.13 (27) 1.40 (45) 1.70 (29) 1.52 (14) 
Depression 
Mean 1.78 3.26 3.52 2.11 7.44*** 
SD (11) 0.80 (27) 1.68 (45) 2.07 (29) 1.60 (14) 
Hurt 
Mean 2.19 3.44 4.14 2.93 6.32""" 
s D  (n) 1.27 (27) 1.74(45) 2.07(29) 1.69 (14) 
*p<.05 ns. "*p<.O 1. ***p<.001 
Table M2 Res-wltsfor Tinie 5 Gro~ty Mecurs for Four Attachl?~erit Sqles, M~rltivmiate- mid lhivclriate-FRntiosfor Resporrses 
to firor1 Tror~sgressions 1)eyerident Lbriables 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearhl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate F 
Negative Global Responses MANOVA Multivariate F (3, 1 14)= 4.08** 
Spiritual darnage 
Mean 2.55 3.41 3.25 3.18 1.6211s 
s D  (4 1.39 (28) 1.70 (46) 1.78 (30) 1.79 (14) 
Change in the way I look at myself 
Mean 2.80 4.00 4.07 3.68 3.84*ns 
s D  (n) 1.40 (28) 1.71 (46) 1.61 (30) 1.77 (14) 
Negative Motivational, Emotional, and Cognitive Responses MANOVA Multivariate F (12, 288.7)= 3.35*** 
Rumination 
Mean 3.18 3.52 3.93 3.08 1.30ns 
sD (n) 1.59 (28) 1.49 (47) 1.79 (29) 1.88 (12) 
Self-Revenge 
Mean 5.75 7.74 6.86 7.33 4.19"" 
s D  ( 4  1.38 (28) 2.76 (47) 2.56 (29) 2.19 (12) 
Self-Avoidance 
Mean 10.36 16.53 13.55 11.92 11.32*** 
s D  (n) 2.50 (28) 5.24 (47) 4.82 (29) 5.38 (12) 
Anger at self 
Mean 2.04 2.66 2.33 1.88 1.54ns 
s D  (n) 1.53 (28) 1.46 (47) 1.61 (29) 0.91 (12) 
Table M2 Re~xlts~for Time 5 Grolly Mearjs for Fonr A ttcrchn~ent Styles, Mziltiixriate- aud (In ivcrriate-F Ratios for Responses 
to Owl11 Trarisgressiotis De~7eriderit Variables (corltinzied) 
ATTACHMENT STYLE 
Secure Fearhl Preoccupied Dismissive Univariate F 
Positive Motivations Towards the Self MANOVA 
Self-Conciliation 
Mean 22.43 20.56 22.30 
s D  ( 4  4.88 (28) 4.18 (45) 4.32 (30) 
Emotional-forgiveness of self 
Mean 5.86 5.04 5.57 
s D  ( 4  1.35 (28) 1.74 (45) 1.30 (30) 
Willhl Forgiveness and Forgiveness of the Self MANOVA 
Self-forgiveness (SIF) 
Mean 3.68 3.13 3.28 
s D  (n) 0.48(28) 0.99(47) 0.84(29) 
Decisional-forgiveness of self 
Mean 5.50 5.14 5.16 
SD (11) 1.74 (28) 1.62 (47) 1.60 (29) 
Severity of wrongdoing ANOVA 
Mean 3.86 3.35 3.35 
sD ( 4  1.69 (28) 1.60 (47) 1.47 (30) 
*p<.05 ns. **p<.Ol. ***p<.001. 
Multivariate F (3, 1 12)= 3.0411s 
Multivariate F (3, 1 l3)=2.44ns 
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